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The purpose of this report is to examine and evaluate 
revenue sources that can serve as supplements or alter-
natives to .omaha's current revenue structure. 
The report consists of three parts which were submitted 
as preliminary reports. in February, April, and June 1983. 
They are combined here as a single report. 
The initial report (Part I) compares Omaha's revenue 
structure to other cities based on data reported in the 
Bureau of the Census publication, City Government Finances 
in 1980-81. It indicates that Omaha relied more on taxes 
·as a revenue source than many other cities. Reliance on 
property taxes was similar to the median of all cities but 
greater than cities within its size range. Omaha drew a 
higher proportion of its own-source revenue from the sales 
tax (a broad levy, rather than selective sales taxes) than 
most other cities. Omaha's reliance on user charges was 
similar to the median of all cities, but its revenue from 
other sources was less. 
The data also reinforce the view that no single revenue 
pattern predominated among the cities. Wide variations 
existed, as befit ted the great divergence of cities even 
within a limited size range. 
The second report (Part II) includes references to the 
results of a survey of revenue sources in the 50 cities 
closest in population size to Omaha. It uses a set of 
criteria to evaluate alternate revenue sources ~nd provides 
examples of different revenue sources used by comparable 
cities. 











The advantages and disadvantages of each of the revenue 
sources are summarized in Figure I. 
The third report (Part III) analyzes two specific 
questions about several potential revenue sources for the 
city of Omaha. These questions are: 1) What are the 
estimates of revenue for Omaha if it should adopt a 
particular revenue source? and 2) What is the incidence or 
who would pay it? Estimates for the incidence are made for 
Omaha residents, businesses, and non-Omahans, plus an esti-
mate related to different income categories. The latter 
allows for a measure of vertical equity or the extent of 
regressivity. The measure used is the Suits Index, which 
is based on a comparison of cumulative income earned to 
cumulative tax paid by income category. This report, 
therefore, focuses on only a few of the criteria used to 
evaluate revenue measures. 
The revenue sources are property tax, refuse collection 
fee, occupational privilege tax, income tax, a tax on 
salaries and wages, increased revenue on horse racing, and 
sales taxes on meals, real estate transactions, and 
services. 
The revenue sources analyzed in this report w.ere 
selected by representatives of the City Council after con-
sultation with the city Finance Department. 
Each of the revenue measures analyzed is capable of 
raising millions of dollars for Omaha city government. 
Table 1 summarizes the data in the report on the distribu-
ti on of each tax's burden. It indicates that only the 
income tax is a progressive tax with higher rates for 
higher income levels. The refuse collection fee, with a 
fixed rate affecting all renters and owners of single-
family units and households, is the most regressive. 
Several of the revenue measures would fall largely on 
Omahans while others would be well-suited to spread the tax 
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FIGURE 1 

















Pro: Great potential, but most services will 
produce only small amounts of revenue. 
May be easy to increase once imposed. 
Con: Elasticity of ser.vice demand, especially 
at outset, is unknown. 
Income/Earnings Tax 
Pro' High potential (e.g., AGI m Douglas 
County in 1980 was $3.3 billion). It is 
elastic, which means it expands with the 
economy. 
Con: It is elastic, which means it contracts 
with the economy. 
Pro: Small fees, hence likely to be neutral. Pro: Unlikely to affect economic or location 
decisions 
Pro: Seen as equitable because those who 
benefit from service pay for it. 
Con: Persons who need a governmental service 
may not be able to afford it. Flat rate 
fees (e.g., garbage collection) may be 
regressive. 
Pro: Non-residents using a service pay for it. 
Con: User fees are not deductible as a tax 
on the federal (and therefore state) 
individual tax return. 
Pro: This revenue source is not included as a 
tax in guides detailing state and local 
tax burdens. Negative impact minimized 
as payment is linked to receipt of services. 
Varies with service, basis of fee, method of 
collection, and policy re: linkage to actual 
costs. 
Pro: Tax piggybacked to state income tax 
would be progressive. 
Con: Tax on earnings only would present 
problems of horizontal equity. 
Pro: Local taxes are itemized deductions on 
federal income tax. A tax that covers 
all workers in Omaha would enable city 
to obtain revenue from non-residents. 
Pro: All ·cities using this tax have lower prop-
erty taxes. 
Con: It is a visible tax, and innovative for 
Nebraska cities, which therefore could 
present negative images. 
Pro: If piggybacked to state income tax, 
only mhninal administrative expenses. 
Con: Estimates of administrative costs for 
cities range from 2%-4.5%. 
Pro: Minimal taxpayer compliance costs. Pro: Minimal compliance costs, especially if 
piggybacked to state income tax and if 
withholding is used. 
Pro: Linked to popular concept that those 
who receive benefits should pay for them. 
Con: Initial attempt to charge for previously 
free services may be difficult. May 
weaken acceptability of taxes for "public 
goods" not amenable to user fees. 
3 
Con: Some burden for non·residents. 
Pro: Income tax preferred to property tax, 
and former would be partial substitution 
for latter. 
Con: Serious opposition to imposition of new 
tax can be expected. State approval 
required. 
FIGURE 1 (Continued) 
















General and Selective Sales and 
Gross Receipts Taxes 
Pro: High potential; utility taxes used exten-
sively in other cities. Some are elastic 
and expand with the economy; some are 
inelastic and are resistant to economic 
decline. 
Con: Some are elastic and contract with 
economic decline; some are inelastic 
and do not expand with the economy. 
Pro: Selective sales taxes are unlikely to affect 
economic decisions. Some products that 
can be taxed (e.g., hotel/motel accommo-
dations) are inelastic. 
Con: Gross business receipts may have negative 
impact on some decisions of some busi-
nesses. 
Pro: Taxes on hotel/motel accommodations 
and restaurant meals are progressive 
taxes. A uniform gross receipts tax would 
be horizontally equitable. 
Con: Taxes on utilities may be regresSive. 
Gross receipts taxes which are not uni~ 
form raise questions about horizontal 
equity. Passing of gross receipts taxes to 
consumers raises questions of vertical 
equity. 
Pro: These taxes are exported as individual 
income tax deductions, business expenses, 
and sales to non~residents. Hotel/motel 
tax is virtually totally exported to non~ 
residents. 
Pro: Sales taxes unlikely to inhibit growth. 
Con: Tax on business receipts may have 
negative image. 
Pro: Additional sales taxes present no adminis~ 
trative problems. 
Con: A business receipts tax would require new 
administrative machinery. 
Pro: Minimal compliance costs. 
Property T3:x 
Pro: Major source of revenue. Highly stable. 
Con: Resistant to economic growth. 
Con: Debate on impact of property tax suggests 
it may have unanticipated impacts. 
Extensive debate on whether it is progressive 
or regressive rests on widely divergent assump~ 
tions. 
Con: Some horizo-ntal equity problems due to 
poor administration. 
Pro: Exported via itemized ·deductions on 
federal (and therefore state) income tax 
returns. 
Con: Extent of eXporting to others depends 
on assumptions and nature of local 
economy (location of consumers and/or 
capital investors). 
Con: Some see propefty tax as factor in business 
location decisions; others do not. 
Pro: Easy to administer. 
Con: Current administration is criticized (e.g., 
sporadic reassessments, business property, 
and higher income property often under 
assessed). 
Pro: Few records to be kept. Escrow accounts 
minimize burden. 
Pro: Hotel/motel tax virtually totally exported Con: Negative image. 
to non-residents. Restaurant meals tax 
may be viewed favorably as it is based on 
discretionary income. Sales taxes are 
generally rated favorably. 
Con: Taxes on utilities may be unpopular 
in these times of increasing energy 
costs; also regressive. Taxes on business 
may arouse opposition, although Econo-
my Task Force gave it same priority as 
earnings tax. Will require state action. 
Attempts to broaden sales taxes in 1983 




SUMMARY OF REGRESSIVITY AND 
INCIDENCE DISTRIBUTIONS OF POTENTIAL REVENUE SOURCES 
Proportion Paid by 
Estimated Rate Used , Omaha Omaha 
Revenue_g_/ For Estimate~/ Residents Business 
Property tax $ 426,000 1% rate increase 46%+.11/ 31%+11/ 
Refuse collection fee 1,067,892 $1 per month 100% 
Occupational privilege tax 6,486,240 $2 per month 75% 42% 
Income tax 4,330,310 1% of federal tax liability 100%-'-1 _.£_/ 
Salaries and wages tax 3,193,305 .1% rate 65%.!!1 -
Real estate transfer tax 1,183,000 .5% rate 79%~-' 21%.£.1 
Meals tax 2,396,000 1% rate 51 %.f/ _.f/ 
Sales tax on services 4,600,000 1.5% rate (excluding medical) N.A. N.A. 
Pari-mutuel tax 1,440,000 1% of handle I N.A. 20% of breakage -Breakage tax 288,000 
Race track admissions tax 318,750 25¢ per admission N.A. -












- .129 to- .271 
-.444 
-.247 
+.071 to +.243 






~I The estimates and rates are the first estimates given i~ the relevant tables in this !eport and are not necessarily the .most appropriate rates. 
_QI The proportion of personal property and motor vehicles (23% of the property tax base) attributable to residents rather than business is unknown. All 
property, in this analysis, was assumed to belong to Omahans rather than any absentee owners . 
..£I These results are based on an individual income tax totally piggybacked to the state's. An income tax, however, caii be extended to non-resident workers 
through withholding, and a piggybacked corporate tax is a potential revenue source also . 
.41 Based on 1980 Census data for the proportion of SMSA residents who worked in Omaha, plus an estimate of non-SMSA workers based on 1970 Census 
data. 
-~hn }980-1982 one-family residential property sales represented an average of 79% of all property sales in Douglas County (multi-unit residential sales 
counted as a business sale for the calculation). All property, in this analysis, was assumed to belong to Omahans rather than any absentee owners. 
i.l No estimate was made of the proportion of meals eate.n out covered by business expense accounts. 
to non-residents. The property tax, refuse collection fee, 
and real estate transfer tax would fall largely on Omahans. 
The occupational privilege tax and the tax on salaries and 
wages would include non-resident workers in Omaha. Non-
residents would also be subject to the meals tax and would 
pay a high proportion of increased racing revenue. The 
income tax could be limited to Omaha residents, or it could 
be extended through the use of withholding to those who 
work in Omaha and live elsewhere. 
The refuse collection fee and racing revenue measures 
would be limited to individuals, and the meals tax would be 
paid largely by individuals. An income tax most likely 
would be limit-ed to individuals. The property tax, occupa-
tional privilege tax, and sales tax on real estate trans-
fers would be shared by businesses, and therefore the 
initial burden would not fall completely on individual tax-
payers and voters. 
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INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this report is to examine and evaluate 
revenue sources that can serve as supplements or alter-
natives to Omaha's current revenue structure. 
This study was motivated by a recognition of the need 
for systematic data and analyses before developing a new 
revenue structure rather than isolated consideration as 
need for additional revenue arose. The search for new 
sources took on an air of immediacy, however, when Nebraska 
abolished the sales tax on food, thus depriving Omaha of an 
estimated ,$6 million in revenue. 
Any search for alternate revenue sources must recognize 
that the revenue structure is only part of the poll tical 
system and that other solutions include altering the set of 
services delivered as well as streamlining the deli very 
system. City governmental services may be shifted to the 
private sector or to another unit of government such as the 
state, county, or a special district, or the city may 
contract with or give a franchise to the private sector to 
perform these services. Other units of government may 
contribute to the financing of a function currently per-
formed by the city. Improving the efficiency of 
government--e.g., by increasing productivity--is another 
way governments can cope with a revenue shortage. 
This study, however, focuses solely on alternate 
revenue sources. The first part of the study, submitted as 
a separate report in February, 1983 and reprinted as 
Part ·I of this report, compares Omaha's revenue sources 
with those of other cities. 
The second part of the study, submitted in April, 1983 
and reprinted as Part II, presents a preliminary evaluation 
of a range of revenue sources used by comparable cities. 
This task involves the development of an explicit set of 
7 
criteria used in the evaluations. Information about the 
revenue sources used by comparable cities came from a 
questionnaire sent to 50 cities as well as published 
sources. The range of available revenue sources is 
illustrated in the Appendix which includes lists reproduced 
from revenue manuals of several cities. 
The third part of the study, submitted in June, 1983 
and reprinted as Part III, answered two specific questions 
about several potential revenue sources for the city of 
Omaha. These questions are: 1) What are the estimates of 
revenue for Omaha if it should adopt a particular revenue 
source? and 2) What is the incidence or who would pay it? 
Estimates for the incidence are made for Omaha residents, 
businesses, and non-Omahans, plus an estimate related to 
different income categories. The latter allows for a 
measure of vertical equity or the extent of regressi vi ty. 
The measure used is the Suits Index, which is based on a 
comparison of cumulative income earned to cumulative tax 
paid by income category. This part of the report, there-
fore, focuses on only a few of the criteria used to 
evaluate revenue measures. 
The revenue sources analyzed in this portion of the 
report were selected by representatives of the City Council 
after consultation with the city Finance Department. 
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I. OMAHA'S REVENUE SOURCES: 
A COMPARISON TO OTHER CITIES 
The data published by the Bureau of 
December, 1982 in City Government Finances 
the Census 
in 1980-81 1 
in 
can 
be used to compare Omaha 1 s revenue sources with those of 
other cities. 
A major limitation, however, stems from the fact that 
the data are for city governments only and do not include 
other units of government in the same area. All cities do 
not perform the same governmental services; in some areas 
certain functions are performed by other units of 
government--e.g., school districts, other special 
districts, counties, or the states. Since some services 
are traditionally financed from a limited number of revenue 
sources, the distribution of revenue by source for a city 
may be, in part, a function of the services it performs. 
For example, when the city government operates the school 
system, rather than an independent school district, a 
higher proportion of the city's own-source revenue will be 
in the form of property taxes--the traditional financing 
mechanism for schools. Similarly, some cities maintain 
their own hospitals or airports, and these functions 
generate relatively large revenues from user charges. 
Other factors also influence the relative use of 
revenue sources. Some states reserve particular revenue-
sources for themselves. For example, while some states 
permit .their local governments to institute a local general 
sales tax, others 
Nevertheless, 
1980-81 provide 
monopolize this revenue source. 
the data in City Government Finances in 
some insights into municipal revenue 
sources. First, the relative use of revenue sources is not 
static, and even in a short four-year period, changes are 
evident. For example, the property tax is less 
9 
important--(i.e., the proportion of 
revenue, rather than the total amount 
own-source general 
of revenue, raised 
from the property tax is less). 'In 1980-81, 34.2% of the 
cities' own-source general revenue came from the property 
tax, compared to 42.6% in 1976-77. Similarly, all taxes 
constituted a smaller share of such revenue in 1980-81 than 
in 1976-77--63.9% compared to 70.9%. See Table 2. 
TABLE 2 
DISTRIBUTION OF OWN-SOURCE GENERAL REVENUE SOURCES, OMAHA AND ALL CITIES 
Omaha All Cities 
1980-81 1980-81 1976-77 
General Revenue from Own Sources 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Taxes . 73.1 63.9 70.9 
Property 34.5 34.2 42.6 
General sales 31.1 10.5 9.6 
Selective sales 3.8 6.2 6.2 
Income 8.5 8.4 
Other 3.9 4.4 4.1 
Charges and miscellaneous 26.9 36.1 29.1 
Charges 19.2 21.0 18.7 
Interest 4.4 7.7 3.6 
Special assessments .8 1.4 1.4 
Other 2.5 6.0 5.3 
Source: Calculated from City G9vernment Finances in 1980~81, Table 1 (for all cities) and Table 8 (for Omaha). 
Note: Totals and sub-totals may not add to 100% because of rOunding. 
The data also indicate a greater reliance on user 
.charges. These rose from 18.7% of all own-source general 
revenue in 1976-1977 to 21.0% in 1980-81. A greater rela-
tive increase in revenues came from interest earnings--
which is not surprising given the high interest rates in 
that inflationary period. 
Table 2 compares Omaha's revenue sources in 1980-81 to 
those of all cities and shows that Omaha relied on taxes 
more than other cities (73.1% compared to 63.9%). This is 
largely due to a greater reliance on the general sales tax 
(31.1% compared to only 10.5% in all cities). Omaha relied 
10 
on property taxes to about the same degree (34.5% for Omaha 
and 34.2% for all cities). It used selective sales taxes 
and other taxes to a lesser degree. 
Table 3 indicates how the use of different sources for 
own-source general revenues 
some variation by city size 
consistent. For example, 
varied by city size. Although 
occurred, the patterns were not 
although the smallest cities 
relied on property taxes more than 
(property· taxes represented 37.3% 
revenue for cities under 200,000 
did the largest cities 
of own-source general 
compared to 32.5% for 
cities of 500,000 or more), intermediate size cities placed 
less reliance on them (26.2% for cities of 300,000 to 
500,000 and 29.3% for cities between 200,000 and 300,000). 
TABLE 3 
DISTRIBUTION OF OWN-SOURCE GENERAL REVENUE SOURCES, BY CITY SIZE 
Omaha All Cities 500,000+ 300-499,999 200-299,999 < 200,000 
(N=18,983) (N=23) (N=26) (N=23) (N=18,911) 
General Revenue from Own Sources 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Taxes 73.1 63.9 71.8 58.0 61.7 58.8 
Property 34.5 34.2 32.5 26.2 29.3 37.3 
General and selective sales 34.8 16.8 18.6 19.8 19.1 14.6 
Income 8.5 16.4 6.5 8.1 2.7 
Other 3.9 . 4.4 4.2 5.4 5.1 4.3 
Charges 19.2 21.0 17.4 22.3 21.7 23.5 
Other 7.7 15.2 10.8 19.7 16.6 17.7 
Source' Calculated from City Government Finances in 198D-81, Table 8 (for Omaha) and Table 3 (for all other data). 
Note: Totals and sub-totals may not add 'to 100% because of rounding. 
The largest cities relied more heavily on taxes than 
other cities and less on charges, than did smaller cities. 
The largest cities depended more on income taxes than other 
cities, and the smallest cities used them the least. 
The table also indicates how Omaha's revenue sources 
compared to the various city-size categories. Omaha relied 
1 1 
more on taxes and less on.charges and other revenue sources 
than did other cities in the nearest size categories, i.e., 
300,000 to 500,000 and 200,000 to 300,000. For example, 
73. 1% of Omaha's own-source general revenue stemmed from 
taxes compared to 58.0% and 61.7% for cities in the other 
two categories. Its reliance upon general and selective 
sales taxes was much greater than these other cities--34.8% 
for Omaha compared to 19.8% and 19.1%. Similarly, Omaha 
relied on property taxes more--34.5% compared to 29.3% and 
26.2%. Omaha does not have an income tax, while 6.5% to 
8.1% of the revenue in these two groups of cities came from 
income taxes. 
An analysis was made comparing Omaha to the 25 next 
larger cities and to the 25 next smaller cities. The 
larger cities ranged from Charlotte with a population of 
approximately 314,000 to Seattle with approximately 
494,000. The smaller cities. ranged from Des Moines with 
191,000 to Louisville with 298,000. These 50 cities were 
in 25 different states.· 
Table 4A indicates that Omaha with 73.1% of its own-
source general revenue coming from taxes relied more on 
this source of revenue than the median larger city (58.7%) 
or median smaller city (57. 5%). The range for each group 
of cities was quite large. The larger cities included 
Pittsburgh with 83.3% reliance on taxes at one extreme and 
Long Beach at the other with 30.8%. The smaller cities 
showed a similar range with Yonkers drawing 87.3% of its 
own-source general revenue from taxes compared to Wichita 
with only 34.5%. 
Table 4B focuses on property taxes. Again Omaha relied 
on this source ( 34.5%) more than the median larger city 
(24.2%) or median smaller city (22.2%). Similarly, Table 
4C indicates Omaha relied more on general and selective 
sales taxes (34.8%) than the median larger city (20.4%) or 
median smaller city (25.5%). 
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TABLE 4 
DISTRIBUTION OF OWN-SOURCE GENERAL REVENUE 
IN THE 50 CITIES CLOSEST TO OMAHA'S SIZE 
A. TAXES D. OTHER TAXES 
All* 25 Larger 25 Smaller All* 25 Larger 25 Smaller 
30-39.9% 2 1 1 < 2% 15 6 9 
40-49.9 8 4 4 2-3.9 11 3 7 
50-59.9 16 8 8 4-6.9 15 11 4 
60•69.9 12 7 5 7-9.9 5 3 2 
70-79.9 9 4 4 10+ 5 2 3 
80+ 4 1 3 . Median 3.9% 4.8% 3.4% 
Median 58.7% 58.7% 57.5% *Includes Omaha (3.9%) 
*Includes Omaha (73.1 %) 
B. PROPERTY TAX E. CHARGES 
All* 25 Larger 25 Smaller All* 25 Larger 25 Smaller 
< 10% 4 3 1 < 10% 9 4 5 
10-19.9 16 9 7 10-19.9 16 7 8 
20-29.9 11 3 8 20-29.9 13 9 4 
30-39.9 8 4 3 30+ 13 5 8 
40-49.9 6 3 3 Median 20.2% 20.3% 19.8% 
50-59.9 3 1 2 'Includes Omaha (19.2%) 
60+ 3 z 1 
Median 23.6% 24.2% 22.2% 
*Includes Omaha (34.5%) 
C. GENERAL AND SELECTIVE SALES TAXES F. MISCELLANEOUS 
All' 25 Larger 25 Smaller All* 25 Larger 25 Smaller 
<10% 15 7 8 < 10% 8 2 5 
10-19.9 6 5 1 10-14.9 10 4 6 
20·29.9 16 7 9 15-19.9 15 8 7 
30-39.9 7 1 5 20+ 18 11 7 
40+ 5 4 1 Median 17.4% 19.8% 15.5% 
Median 22.1% 20.4% 25.5% 'Includes Omaha (7. 7%) 
*Includes Omaha (34.8%) and excludes 2 cities 
which do not use any sales taxes 








The data for Omaha and each of these 50 other cities 
are reported in Table 5. Only 10 of the 50 cities had a 
local income tax, but the proportion of revenue thi·s tax 
raised ranged from 18.1% (Pittsburgh) to 53.6% (Dayton), 
with a median of 41.5% for the 10 cities. In Kentucky, 
Ohio, and Pennsylvania cities the income tax is a replace-
ment for the sales tax, while in Missouri the income tax is 
used to keep property taxes low. 
Table 5 also indicates that other taxes raised as much 
as 14.1% of own-source revenue; five 
more of their revenue from taxes 
cities raised 10% or 
other than those on 
property, sales, or income. Table 4D shows that Omaha 
raised the same proportion from this broad category as the 
median of all 51 cities (3.9%). 
Omaha's proportion of revenue collected from charges 
(19.2%) was close to the median (20.2%) of all 51 cities 
analyzed. See Table 4E. . Omaha 1 s use of other revenue 
sources, however, was below the median. Only 7.7% of its 
own-source general revenue came. from sources other than 
taxes or charges compared to 17.4% for all 51 cities. 
The Bureau of the Census provides some further detail 
for the 23 cities that were over 300,000 in 1975. In these 
cities the largest revenue producer in the category of 
"other revenue sources" was interest earnings. Others in 
that category were special assessments, sale of property, 
and fines and forfeits. 
Table 6 indicates that of the 23 cities examined, Omaha 
in 1980-81 drew the smallest proportion of its own-source 
general revenue from interest earnings. Omaha gained only 
4.4% from this source; the median was 9.0% and the high 
(Long Beach) was 18. O%. When interest earnings as a pro-
portion of tax revenue was examined, Omaha still ranked the 
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TABLE 5 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF OWN-SOURCE GENERAL REVENUE 
Population Property Sales Income Other 
(thousands) Taxes Tax Tax Tax Taxes Charges .\1iscellaneous 
Birmingham, AL 284 65.6 12.8 20.8 18.9 13.0 9.6 24.8 
Mobile, AL 200 56.4 4.1 38.1 14.1 19.8 23.8 
Tucson, AZ 331 73.9 11.3 59.3 3.3 8.7 17.4 
Anaheim, CA 222 55.8 16.6 35.4 3.8 32.9 11.3 
Fresno, CA 218 61.7 19.7 36.4 5.6 25.1 13.2 
Long Beach, CA 361 30.8 9.3 '17.2 4.3 29.6 39.6 
Oakland, CA 339 43.5 14.8 19.9 8.8 31.4 25.0 
Sacramento, CA 276 53.8 19.5 26.9 7.5 30.9 15.3 
Santa Ana, CA 204 68.4 21.6 41.0 5.8 8.3 23.3 
Colorado Springs, CO 215 42.9 11.3 30.3 1.3 35.5 21.6 
Denver, CO 491 52.5 i7.8 29.5 5.2 27.6 19.8 
Miami, FL 347 76.9 49.3 22.8 4.8 9.6 13.5 
St. Petersburg, FL 2-37 46.9 23.6 20.5 2.8 39.1 14.1 
Tampa, FL 272 50.8 22.9 24.3 3.7 31.0 18.2 
Atlanta, GA 425 . 45.0 24.2 14.5 6.2 34.0 21.0 
Des Moines, IA 191 52.6 47.3 3.8 1.5 29.3 18.1 
Wichita, KS 279 34.5 27.0 6.0 1.5 26.9 38.6 
Lexington, KY 204 81.5 23.5 8.6 47.3 2.1 9.8 8.7 
Louisville, KY _ 298 73.4 21.8 4.0 46.2 1.4 10.1 16.5 
Baton Rouge, LA 346 63.4 16.8 42.5 4.1 14.0 22.5 
Shreveport, LA 206 54.2 22.2 26.7 5.2 17.3 28.5 
Minneapolis, MN 371 54.3 43.5 6.6 4.2 20.3 25.4 
St. Paul, MN 270 41.9 25.7 13.6 2.5 38.2 19.9 
Jackson, MS 203 44.3 39.3 3.2 1.8 37.0 18.8 
Kansas City, MO 448 68.7 10.5 29.6 22.8 5.9 16.9 14.5 
St. Louis, MO 453 73.7 12.0 31.5 23.4 6.9 17.6 8.7 
Omaha NE 312 73.1 34.5 34.8 3.9 19.2 7.7 
] ersey City, N] 224 54.6 53.8 .8 36.5 8.9 
Newark, NJ 329 77.9 62.2 8.0 7.7 5.3 16.8 
Albuquerque, NM 332 44.9 26.9 13.2 4.9 27.3 27.8 
Buffalo, NY 358 68.3 63.4 3.3 1.6 16.4 15.4 
Rochester, NY 242 75.1 68.7 .5 5.9 9.4 15.5 
Yonkers, NY 195 87.3 59.2 26.6 1.5 4.9 7.8 
Charlotte, NC 314 58.7 55.6 3.2 21.5 19.8 
Akron, OH 237 57.5 12.6 .1 41.3 3.4 18.8 23.7 
Cincinnati, OH 385 64.0 13.7 .6 46.3 3.4 20.2 15.8 
Dayton, OH 204 68.7 13.2 .3 53.6 1.6 18.5 12.8 
Toledo, OH 355 60.2 9.3 .4 45.7 4.8 31.4 8.4 
Oklahoma City, OK 403 60.6 15.8 43.4 1.5 19.1 20.3 
Tulsa, OK 361 51.1 5.8 44.1 1.2 25.1 23.8 
Portland, OR 366 54.8 39.7 7.7 7.3 20.8 24.4 
Pittsburgh, PA 424 83.3 46.3 6.6 18.1 12.3 2.2 14.5 
Nashville, TN 456 66.7 39.0 22.1 5.6 15.2 18.2 
Austin, TX 346 42.7 25.2 16.1 1.5 44.2 13.1 
Corj,us Christi, TX 232 63.1 36.4 25.5 1.2 22.6 14.3 . 
El Paso, TX 425 55.1 32.8 20.4 1.8 30.0 15.0 
Ft. Worth, TX 385 57.3 32.2 23.6 1.6 19.9 22.8 
Norfolk, VA 267 73.1 36.3 27.7 9.2 15.4 11.5 
Richmond, VA 219 81.5 47.6 22.1 11.8 14.1 +.4 
Virginia Beach, VA 262 79.2 43.6 32.5 3.1 11.9 8.9 
Seattle, WA 494 56.7 18.8 25.0 12.9 23.3 20.1 
Median of users 58.7 23.6 22.1 41.5 3.9 20.2 17.+ 
Source: Calculated from City Government Finances in 1980-81, Table 5 
Note: Taxes, charges, and miscellaneous may not add to 100% because of rounding. Property, sales, income, and ocher 
taxes may not add to the total of taxes because of rounding: 
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lowest with 6.0%; the median was 15.4% and the high was 
Long Beach's 58.5%.* 
TABLE 6 
INTEREST AS A SOURCE OF REVENUE, CITIES OVER 300,000 
Interest as Proportion Interest as Proportion 
of Own-source General Revenue of Taxes 
Long Beach 18.0 Long Beach 58.5 
Portland 16.8 Atlanta 36.5 
Atlanta 16.4 Oakland 32.5 
Oakland 14.2 Portland 30.7 
Oklahoma City · 13.9 Oklahoma City 23.0 
Seattle 12.4 Seattle 21.8 
Buffalo 11.7 Austin 21.1 
Pittsburgh 11.5 Tulsa 17.4 
Cincinnati 10.2 Buffalo 17.2 
Miami 9.2 Minneapolis 16.9 
Minneapolis 9.2 Cincinnati 16.0 
Austin 9.0 Denver 15.4 
Tulsa 8.9 Ft. Worth 14.9 
Ft. Worth 8.5 Pittsburgh 13.8 
Louisville 8.2 Miami 11".9 
Denver 8.1 Kansas City 11.8 
Kansas City 8.1 El Paso 11.3 
Newark 8.0 Nashville 11.2 
Nashville 7.5 Louisville 1!.! 
El Paso 6.2 Newark 10.3 
St. Louis 5.6 St. Louis 7.7 
Toledo 4.5 Toledo 7.4 
Omaha 4.4 Omaha 6.0 
Source: Calculated from City Government Finances in 1980-81, Table 8 
· *omaha's low proportion of revenue from interest may be 
related to the low level or its cash and security holdings 
(excluding employee retirement funds). Of the 23 cities, 
Omaha had the lowest amount of cash and security holdings. 
Interest earned as a proportion of these funds placed Omaha 
in 20th place with 9.3% with the highest "rate of return" 
still in Long Beach but at 13.4%. · 
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The detailed data for this 23-city subset also provide 
more information about the types of charges being used by 
the cities. Several of the cities that showed a large pro-
portion of their revenue coming from charges were 
collecting these fees for services that are not part of the 
city of Omaha's budget. For example, Austin had the 
highest proportion of its revenue coming from charges 
(44.2%), but 26.2% of all revenue (and almost 60% of the 
charges) were from hospitals. Atlanta had the second-
highest proportion of revenue stemming from charges 
( 34. O%). The major source of charges in Atlanta was the 
airport which is under its control; it generated 18.2% of 
the city's own-source general revenue (and 53% of all 
charges). 
Of the several charge sources specified, Omaha's two 
most productive were for sewerage (13.2% of all own-source 
general revenue and 68. 6% of all charges) and parks and 
recreation (3.0% of all own-source general revenue and 
15.5% of all charges). Although charges for services may 
be a large proportion of a city's revenue, an important 
consideration. is the proportion of a service's costs 
covered by charges. For example, although Atlanta 
collected 18.2% of its revenue from airport charges, these 
charges covered only 36.2% of its budget expenditures for 
the airport. 
Table 7 presents data for Omaha and the other 22 cities 
in this subset indicating 
expenditures for parks 
charges as a proportion of budget 
and recreation and sewerage. 
Because of interest in sanitation charges, th~se are also 
included in Table 7. In 1980-81 Omaha's fees for parks and 
recreation covered a larger proportion of the budget for 
that function than the median for all 23 cities. In Omaha 
34.3% of the expenditures for parks and recreation were 
covered by charges, compared to a median of 22.3%. The 
17 
range was from no parks and recreation fees in Newark to 
44.9% in Kansas City. 
TABLE 7 
CHARGES AS A PROPORTION OF EXPENDITURES, CITIES OVER 300,000 
Parks & Recreation Sewerage Sanitation 
Charges as a Charges as,;_ Charges as 
Proportion of Proportion of Proportion of 
Parks & Recreation Expenditures Sewerage Expenditures Sanitation Expenditures 
Kansas City 44.9 Oakland 141.4 
Portland 41.4 Seattle 118.4 
Nashville 40.1 Omaha 96.1 
Long Beach 35.2 Denver 92.0 
Cincinnati 34.9 Austin 85.4 
Omaha 34.3 Tulsa 82.1 
Oklahoma City 32.6 Atlanta 79.3 
Atlanta 31.6 Minneapolis 76.4 
Denver 28.4 Portland 67.0 
Seattle 26.9 Ft. Worth 59.1 
Minneapolis 25.1 Cincinnati 49.4 
Toledo 22.3 Toledo 42.8 
Ft. Worth 21.1 Newark 40.4 
St. Louis 20.6 El Paso 36.0 
Louisville 19.1 Nashville 35.5 
El Paso 18.6 Buffalo 29.4 
Austin 17.8 Kansas City 27.4 
Tulsa 15.8 Oklahoma City 19.1 
Miami 13.9 Long Beach 0.0 
Oak\and 12.9 Miami 0.0 
Buffalo 10.0 Pittsburgh 0.0 
Pittsburgh 4.5 St. Louis 0.0 
Newark 0.0 (Louisville) J!,_/ 
a/ N d' - = o revenue or expen Itures 
Source: Calculated from City Government Finances in 1980-81, Table 8 
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expenditures). The median was 10.4%, but in Omaha only .8% 
of expenditures were covered by charges. Here the sanita-
tion function is financed primarily from federal general 
revenue sharing, and charges are limited to use of the 
sanitary landfill. 
Addi tiona! detail about the nature of the sales taxes 
used by cities is available for cities over 300,000. Some 
sales or gross receipts taxes are general and apply to a 
wide range of goods and/or services. Other sales or gross 
receipts taxes are aimed at· selective goods or services--
e.g., public utilities (as in a number of cities including 
. Omaha) or alcoholic beverages or tobacco products. Table 8 
indicates that Omaha drew 31. 1% of its own-source general 
revenue from its general sales tax and another 3.8% from a 
tax on public utility ·receipts. Although the proportion 
drawn from the general sales tax was higher than most other 
cities (only Tulsa and Oklahoma City raised a higher 
·proportion), the proportion it raised from selective sales 
or gross receipts taxes was lower than most cities (only 
four of the other 22 cities raised less). 
Conclusions. Comparison of revenue sources for dif-
ferent cities is diffic.ult because of major differences in 
the functions they perform and the tax burdens their citi-
zens bear due to state and other jurisdictions' policies. 
Proportionally, Omaha relies on.taxes more than many other 
cities. The proportion of own-source revenue it draws from 
sales taxes is well above the median proportion. Reliance 
on the property tax is similar to the median of all cities 
but is greater than cities within its size range. It us.es 
other taxes less than many other cities. Omaha's reliance 
on charges is not much different from the median for all 
cities. The proportion of revenue from other 
sources--e.g., interest payments--is less than in other 
cities. 
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The data on city government finances indicate wide 
ranges in the proportions collected from different revenue 
sources. Clearly, there is no single typical pattern. 
TABLE B 
SALES TAXES AS A SOURCE OF REVENUE, CITIES OVER 300,000 
General Sales Tax Selective Siles Tax 
As Proportion of As Proportion of 
Own·source Revenue Own-source Revenue 
Tulsa 39.4 Miami 22.8 
Oklahoma City 37.8 Kansas City 18.3 
Omaha 31.1 St. Louis 17.6 
Denver 25.0 Seattle 15.8 
Nashville 18.2 Atlanta 14.5 
Ft. Worth 17.6 Louisville 9.6 
St. Louis 13.9 Long Beach 9.3 
El Paso 13.3 Oakland 9.2 
Austin 12.3 Newark 8.0 
Kansas City 11.3 Portland 7.7 
Oakland 10.7 El Paso 7.1 
Seattle 9.2 Minneapolis 6.6 
Long Beach 7.9 Pittsburgh 6.6 
Atlanta Ft. Worth 5.6 
Buffalo Oklahoma City 5.6 
Cincinnati Tulsa 4.8 
Louisville Denver - 4.5 
Miami Nashville 3.8 
Minneapolis Omaha >-B 
Newark Austin 3.6 
Pittsburgh Buffalo 3.3 
Portland Cincinnati .6 
Toledo Toledo .4 
S~urce: Calculated from City Government Finances in 1980·81, Table 8 
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II. EVALUATION OF ALTERNATE REVENUE SOURCES 
A. Introduction 
The purpose of this section is to examine and evaluate 
revenue sources· that can serve as supplements or altar-
natives to Omaha's current revenue structure. 
This section includes references to the results of a 
survey of revenue sources in the 50 cities closest in popu-
lation size to Omaha. These cities are located in dif-
ferent states, ea<Jh with its own tax system, laws 
regulating home rule for cities, and political culture. 
Some cities may be prohibited from using certain revenue 
sources by the state or discouraged by the state's use ~f 
some revenue sources. Similarly, ci ti.es may turn to cer-
tain tax sources because the state encourages their use 
through cooperative administration (e.g., piggybacked sales 
tax collections). 
Some states give all or some of their cities greater 
home rule. In these states a city can make its own taxing 
decisions. In other states great restrictions are placed 
on the city's ability to choose its revenue structure, and 
political forces have to battle in two arenas--the city and 
the state political systems. Omaha faces some of these 
problems. 
priority 
Certain revenue solutions may gain higher 
than others either because the legislature and 
governor need not be involved or might prefer certain solu-
tions to others. 
The political culture influences the nature of the 
revenue structure. Factors include traditions of how much 
governmental services are provided, by which units, and on 
what basis (financed by taxes or user-charges), as well as 




Some cities maintain their own school systems, public 
hospitals, and airports while in others these services are 
provided .Privately or by other units of government such as 
independent school districts or special districts. The 
result is that some cities report more revenue in the form 
of user fees and charges than do others including Omaha. 
The position of the city geographically and economi-
cally . may also influence the nature of its revenue 
structure. A city with a large suburban ring outside of 
its legal jurisdiction may resort to different revenue 
sources from one where liberal annexation laws have 
resulted in a larger proportion of the SMSA population and 
work force being within the city limits. 2 Similarly, the 
nature of the local economy may influence the use of 
varying tax systems. A city that serves as a retail or 
wholesale center for a large metropolitan area may choose 
to rely on sales taxes or other taxes that can be 
"exported" to non-residents.3 
Any search for alternate revenue sources must recognize 
that the revenue structure is only part of the political 
system and that other solutions include altering the set of 
services delivered as well as streamlining the deli very 
system. City governmental services may be shifted to the 
private sector or to another unit of government such as the 
state, county, or a special district, or the city may 
contract with or give a franchise to the private sector to 
perform these services. Other units of government may 
contribute to the financing of a function currently per-
formed by the city. Improving the efficiency of 
government--e.g., by increasing productivity--is another 
way governments can cope with a revenue shortage. 
rhis section, limited to an examination of revenue 
sources, will present: 1) a set of criteria by which to 
evaluate alternate revenue sources, 2) examples of 
22 
different revenue sources used by comparable cities, and 
3) a preliminary evaluation of these revenue sources. 
B. Criteria for Evaluating a Revenue System 
The first step in any evaluation of revenue alter-
natives is an explicit statement of the criteria to be used 
in the study. Unfortunately, no single list of criteria 
has received unanimous endorsement, and certainly the 
weight or value to be assigned to each factor cannot be 
objectively determined. 
One list was offered by the. District of Columbia Tax 
Revision Commission: 4 
1) Revenue productivity 
2) Neutrality 
3) Equity 
4) Tax exporting 
5) Investment and economic growth 
6) Administrative feasibility 
7) Taxpayer compliance costs. 
Politi cal acceptability is an eighth criterion that may be 
extremely important for decision-makers to consider. 5 
Revenue Productivity. This factor refers to the 
revenue generating potential of the tax or revenue source 
being considered. Some of these alternatives are more 
closely tied to the status of the economy, expanding and 
contracting at 
only remotely 
the same or a faster rate while others are 
related. For example, liquor and tobacco 
excise taxes are relatively inelastic, i.e., immune to 
changes in economic conditions, while the income tax is 
very elastic, depending heavily upon the health of the 
economy. Reliance on elastic taxes may be advantageous in 
times of growth as revenue will increase without the need 
to raise rates, but it can be a problem in periods of 
recession. 
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Table 9 provides a range of estimates of the elasticity 
of a number of revenue sources used at the state and local 
levels. It indicates the income tax on 
elastic, with a range from 1.5 to 1.8. 
more than 1 means the source will yield 
individuals is most 
(An elasticity of 
proportionally more 
than the change in the economy, and an elasticity of less 
than 1 means its yield changes proportionally less than 
changes in the economy.) The income tax in some jurisdic-
tions is more elastic than others because of the types of 
income taxed and exemptions and rate structures used in the 
system. At the other extreme is auto license and registra-
tion fees which are quite immune to fluctuations in the 
economy (elasticity estimates of .2 to ~4). 
TABLE 9 
GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT ELASTICITIES 
OF THE MAJOR CATEGORIES OF STATE GENERAL REVENUE 
Elasticity Estimates 
Revenue Source Low Medium High 
Propeny taxes 0.7 0.9 1.1 
Income taxes 
Individual 1.5 1.65 1.8 
Corporate 1.1 1.2 1.3 
Sales taxes 
General 0.9 0.97 1.05 
Motor fuel 0.4 0.5 0.6 
Alcoholic beverages 0.4 0.5 0.6 
Tobacco 0.3 0.35 0.4 
Public utilities 0.9 0.95 1.0 
Other 0.9 1.0 1.1 
Auto license and registration 0.2 0.3 0.4 
Death and gift taXes ·1.0 1.1 1.2 
All other taxes 0.6 0.65 0.7 
Higher education fees 1.6 1.7 1.8 
Hospital fees 1.3 1.4 1.5 
Natural resources fees 0.9 1.0 1.1 
Interest earnings 0.6 0.7 0.8 
Miscellaneous fees and charges 0.6 0.7 0.8 
Source: J. Richard Aronson and Eli Schwartz, Management Policies in Local Government Finance 
(Washington, D.C.: International City Management Association, 1975), p. 52. 
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Neutrality. Although some economists define neutrality 
in terms of not interfering with economic decisions, the 
District of Columbia Tax Commission's use of the term 
refers to intent. 
A tax-distortion of private economic decisions may, 
indeed, be justified in the public interest. But 
awareness of the neutrality criterion requires that 
any such d~stortion be deliberate and not merely 
inadvertent. 
Eguity. For many this factor is the key to the 
evaluation as it focuses on the politically sensitive issue 
of who pays and who should pay. Two priJ'1ciples of equity 
are: a) horizontal and b) . vertical. Horizontal equity 
refers to "equal ·treatment of equals," i.e., persons in 
equal circumstances should pay the same amounts to the 
government. Vertical ·equity refers to the "fairness" of 
the treatment of unequali. The question of whether taxes 
are progressive, regressive, or proportional is one o'f ver-
tical equity. 
"Fairness" of the revenue system can be judged on the 
basis of either of two principles. One is the "benefit" 
principle which states that people should pay according to 
the benefits they gain from governmental expenditures. 
This concept is difficult to apply, however, because deter-
mining who receives the benefits and their value is not 
always possible. Theorists suggest the "benefit" principle 
does not work well for "pure public goods," i.e., where one 
person's consumption does not reduce the quantity available 
to others and where a person who does not pay cannot be 
excluded from receiving the benefit. Similarly, some local 
governmental programs are aimed·at "correcting" a less than 
ideal distribution of income and therefore would be 
inappropriate as a basis for revenue collection. 
The second principle that can be used to judge the 
"fairness" of the revenue system is "ability to pay." This 
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concept also has problems. Theorists are not in agreement 
on whether income, wealth, or spending ought to be the 
basis upon which to determine ability to pay. Similarly, 
whether taxes ought to be progressive, regressive, or pro-
portional is a matter of political judgment rather than 
economic analysis. Although progressi vi ty has been 
accepted as a principle of taxation in the United States, 
it is being challenged (e.g., the flat-rate income tax pro-
posed by the Reagan administration). 
The District of Columbia Tax Commission also cautioned 
that evaluations of the equity of a tax ought not to be 
isolated from other revenue sources, i.e., a revenue system 
may include both progressive and regressive taxes. A 
government 1 s· revenue system also should not be isola ted 
from its expenditures, i.e., a government theoretically may 
combine a regressive revenue system with a progressive 
expenditure pattern. 
Tax Exporting. The desire to "export" taxes to non-
residents may stem from the political motivation of placing 
some of· the revenue burden on persons who are not able to 
register their complaints directly at the ballot box. 
However, it also reflects the fact that non-residents may ' . 
generate needs for local governmental services (e.g., 
traffic control) and benefit from its services (e.g., 
streets). Tax exporting also. occurs via itemization of 
deductions for taxes on federal income tax returns which 
also affects the level of state taxes in Nebraska. Taxes 
as a cost of conducting business are also deductible from 
taxes on corporation profits and therefore exported to 
others. Finally, taxes may be exported by businesses 
passing on the expense to non-resident consumers. 
Investment and Economic Growth. Consideration must be 
given to the impact of a tax upon the location decisions 
of businesses, both those already in the city and those 
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considering locating there. Business location is a complex 
decision process in which the revenue structure is defini-
tely a factor. However, numerous studies suggest this 
factor is far less important than others such as proximity 
to markets and labor pools and the quality of life. 
Administrative Feasibility. The ease or difficulty, 
including cost, of collecting a tax is also an important 
factor to consider. 
Taxpayer Compliance Costs. Consideration should also 
be given to the costs a taxpayer may incur in paying a tax. 
These may include the costs of becoming informed, of pre-
paring any returns, of keeping records, etc. 
Political Acceptability. Decisions about the alloca-
tion of scarce resources are political decisions, and since 
the elected officials will assess the political risks and 
rewards of their actions, these should be noted explicitly 
rather than ignored. 
C. User Fees and Charges 
Introduction 
User fees and charges is an important revenue source 
for American cities which raised approximately $11.2 
billion by this method in 1980-81 or 21.0% of their own-
source general revenue. Some. cities rely heavily on this 
revenue source. For example, 13 of the 50 cities closest 
in size to Omaha raised 30% or more of their own-source 
general revenue this way. Austin topped the list with 
44.2%, while Omaha raised 19.2% from user fees and charges •. 
Although the types of functions car~ied out by a city 
strongly influence its ability to use fees and charges as a 
revenue source, some cities rely on it heavily for certain 
services. For example, almost 45% of Kansas City's expen-
ditures for parks and recreation comes from fees and 
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charges. The proportion in Omaha is 34.3%. Among the 23 
cities in the 300,000 to 500,000 category, eight raised 
more than half of their sanitation expenditures from fees 
and charges, and three of these eight raised more than 
their expenses.* Oakland's sanitation expenses and revenue 
ar.e listed as minimal since its refuse collection is a 
franchised operation from which the city earned $900,000 in 
1978-79. A number of cities finance much of their Planning 
Department budgets from fees and charges (e. g., rezoning 
fees, etc.). 
Other departments are funded primarily from general 
revenue sources, yet fees are playing an increasing role. 
For ihstance, an International City Management Association 
(ICMA) study on user· fees found that 43% of the police 
-departments provide special police patrols but that 23% of 
these charge a fee for· it. 7 A service charge for false 
burglar aiarms is assessed by. a number of police 
departments. Some cities have instituted fees related to 
fire inspections and record keeping. 
Several cities have developed extensive revenue manuals 
that list all of their user fees and charges. The tables 
of contents from several of these manuals are reprqduced in 
*A survey published by the International City 
Management Association (ICMA) 1n December, 1982 indicated 
that of the 1,158 cities responding about local government 
financing of refuse collection, 46% relied on user fees for 
the total cost, another 12% imposed user fees for part of 
the cost, 47% used appropriations from the general fund, 1% 
relied on revenue sharing, and 9% used other forms of 
financing (the total is greater than 100% because some 
cities reported more than one means of financing). The 
fees averaged $6.51 per month throughout the nation but 
only $5.42 in the West North Central region. See Annie 
Millar, "Residential Solid Waste Collection," Urban Data 
Service Reports, Vol. 14, No. 12 (December, 1982). 
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Appendices A-D and show the range of services for which 
cities have developed a fee structure. Appendices E-I are 
lists of fees and charges reported in several state studies 
and the national survey conducted by the ICMA in 1982. 
Most of the fees, however, raise only nominal amounts of 
revenue (e.g., Oakland has developed a charge for weddings 
in their parks, but this accounted for only $2,000 in 
1979-80). Some fees, on the other hand, raise considerable 
amounts of revenue (e.g., Austin raised $5 million from a 
residential garbage collection fee of $4.80 per month and 
$1.2 million from a street-sweeping and anti-litter fee of 
65¢ per month for residents and $21.00 per month for 
businesses; Rochester raised $6 million from a snow plowing 
and street cleaning fee of $1.82 per front foot). 
Evaluation 
Revenue Production. User fees and charges has a great 
potential as a source of revenue for cities. Another 
advantage of user fees and charges as a revenue source is 
that once a policy is adopted to finance certain functions 
from fees, these fees can be adjusted regularly to keep 
pace with costs. Some experts suggest annual reviews of 
the city 1 s fee structure. Fees can be adjusted if city 
priorities change and if service demands change. The 
latter factor may produce some instability and difficulty 
in predicting revenue from this source, especially at the 
outset when the elasticity of the demand for a service may 
not be known. 
Neutrality. Reliance on user fees and charges as a 
source of revenue presents no problems concerning 
neutrality. The fees· for a service are likely to be quite 
modest, and unintended consequences probably will not 
result. 
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Equity. Advocates of increased reliance on user fees 
and charges argue that equity is enhanced because benefi-
·ciaries of the services are charged directly while those 
not receiving the service are not. 
On the other hand, a major disadvantage of user fees 
and charges is that persons who need a particular service 
may not be able to afford it. Many services are provided 
by government precisely because the private market system 
has failed to serve the disadvantaged adequately. As long 
as income distribution is less than ideal, government pro-
vision of services will be required. Some fees may be 
regressive, (e.g., a flat rate garbage fee will be a 
greater burden to lower income families and may be unre-
lated to the amount of the service used). 
Tax Exporting. 
directly linked to 
vides a means of 
Organizations that 
Since user fees and charges are 
services, this method of financing pro-
obtaining revenue from non-residents. 
are currently exempt from paying prop-
erty tax would have to pay for any services they receive 
financed through user fees and charges. Therefore, the use 
of fees and charges is one means of exporting taxes. 
On the other hand, one major means of exporting taxes-- , 
deductions on federal and state income tax returns--does 
not apply to fees and charges. Some exporting, however, is 
possible via income tax returns of businesses that can 
deduct these fees as a business expense. 
Since itemized deductions are more likely to be used by 
those with higher incomes (e.g., only 4. 7% of those with 
adjusted gross income (AGI) of less than $10,000 itemized 
their deductions in 1980 compared to 94. O% of those with 
AGI's of $50,000+), 8 the use of non-deductible fees instead 
of taxes may actually reduce the regressi vi ty of the tax 
system. The inability of taxpayers to recoup some of these 
costs via deductions on federal and state income taxes, 
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however, is seen as a major disadvantage by numerous 
analysts. 
Investment and Economic Growth. If the level of taxes 
is a factor in business location decisions, then the 
increased use of fees and charges may be seen as an advan-
tage because they do not show up on charts and guides 
focusing on taxes. In addition, their impact may be per-
ceived as less severe than taxes because they are. linked 
directly to the receipt of services and often are small. 
Administrative Feasibility. The administrative feasi-
bility of increasing user fees and charges depends on a 
number of factors. Obviously, it depends on the services 
being financed this way. Some may be easily paid for at 
the time of service delivery while others do not lend them-
selves to this form of collection. Some might involve dif-
ficulty in determining the benefits derived (e.g., if 
spillover effects exist). It also depends on whether or 
not the fees charged are linked to costs. If actual costs 
are the basis, then the sophistication of the accounting 
system will be a major factor in determining how easily 
these costs can be calculated. Calculations to establish a 
flat fee will be simpler than calculations for a system 
which will consider the variable impact of location upon 
costs. 
Taxpayer Compliance Costs. Taxpayer compliance costs 
should be minimal in a revenue system based on user fees 
and charges. Informing service recipients about the fees 
is easy, and since payment is made at the time of use, 
records kept by the customer ·are minimal. 
Political Acceptability. Since most analysts limit 
themselves to economic factors, not much has been written 
about the political feasibility of relying on user fees and 
charges, and speculation by some authors is contradicted by 
others with neither relying on empirical evidence for their 
judgments. 
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Some believe a policy of increased reliance on user 
fees is easier to adopt than a new tax. First of all, few 
oppose the principle that those who benefit from a govern-
ment service should pay for it. Second, increased reliance 
on fees is unlikely to be an overt policy issue. Rather, 
revenue can be increased on a selected basis and hence not 
arouse mass attention. On the other hand, a limited 
affected public can ·organize more easily than a diffuse 
public and therefore may be better able to defeat the impo-
sition of a fee for a particular service. This could lead 
to questions of equity if some services are not provided on 
a fee basis while similar services to a different clientele 
are, or if some programs have costs completely covered by 
fees while others do not. 
Most observers note, however, that the imposition of a 
fee to cover a previously free governmental service may be 
difficult. Once it is instituted, however, increasing the 
fees should be easy. 
One analyst has suggested that a heavy reliance on fees 
may lead citizens to link government services to fees and 
then to question the value they receive from their tax 
dollars, It may also lead to users expecting to control a 
department because they finance it directly with their 
fees. A linkage of services and fees may place limitations 
on the .ability of government to provide services that may 
be important or desirable but that may not be appropriate 
for a fee structure. These include services that benefit 
all, those that cannot be denied to those who refuse to 
pay, services where usage is not easily monitored, services 
with a latent demand that might not survive a policy 
requiring all costs to be covered by fees, and those with 
an expensive infrastructure that may not be supportable by 
fees only. 
Several other advantages and disadvantages of user fees 
and charges are raised in the literature discussing this 
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FIGURE 2 
CHECK LIST IN CONSIDERING USER CHARGES 
e Resist subsidizing programs that provide direct benefits to identifiable individuals. Implement user charges. 
• Periodically review all user charges to determine the extent to which you are recovering the full cost of providing a service. 
e When establishing a price, consider the potential users' ability to pay. 
• Before setting a new charge, estimate its revenue producing capability. 
• Structure your accounting system so that it provides information on the full cost of all programs. Make sure this information is 
available to the elected officials, department heads, and citizens. 
• Avoid a situation where the public mistakenly believes certain services are "free". The public should be made aware of-the full 
cost of the services provided. 
• Undertake an educational program in your community to inform residents that user charges are to subject annual (or sooner) 
updating depending upon the cost of providing the service. 
• Place the responsibility of raising the necessary revenue to implement a new program or the expansion of ex1sting programs on 
those persons who use the programs. 
• Be alert to the fact that services with no charge attached to them may lead to overuse, overcrowding, and waste of the service-
ultimately resulting in public pressures tO expand the service facilities. 
• Consider charging fees to the promoters of sporting, -theatrical, or any event that requires the local government to provide 
traffic control officers or inspections. 
• Make sure that citizens urging that user charges not be increased realize that revenue to operate the service must then cor.ne 
from other sources. In such instances, non-users may be subsidizing users. 
• Be aware that communities compete with each other to attract new business and industry. If you have too rr.any charges. you 
. may lose your competitive position. -
• Consid~r pricing services based on location to take into account the cost differences caused by distance from treatment plants. 
disposal sites, pumping stations, etc. 
• If certain services are subsidized to meet social goals, be sure the governing body is fully aware of the difference between the 
revenues received and the full cost of providing services. 
• Consider how much it will cost to collect the fee or charge. 
• Make sure the fee or charge is legal within state or local statute. 
• Be aware that subsidizing a service which could stand on its own may draw needed revenue from other sources which cannot 
support themselves. 
• Keep in mind that user fees provide market signals to government officials on the types df services desired and the quality and 
the quantity of the service. 
• Keep in mind the cost of a service is affected by the location of users, the density of the development at the location of 
consumption, and the time at which the service is used. 
• Property taxes are deductible on federal personal income tax: returns-user charges are not. 
• Insure that there are adequate internal controls to protect the revenues collected. 
• Consider charging for nuisances, such as false burglar and !_ire alarms. that cost your locality money. 
• Keep in mind that consumption may be elastic. As the fee increases, consumption may go down. 
• Remember that user fees and charges apply to-tax exempt property as well as taxable property. 
• Consider holding public hearings prior to establishing or increasing a fee or charge. 
Partially developed from: Department of Commerce and Community Affairs. StatF. of Illinois. "User Charges-Overlooked 
Revenue Source."May, 1981, pp. 9-10. 
Source: Costing and Pricing Municipal Services (Boston: Commonwealth of Massachusens, 1982) 
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revenue form. Many analysts suggest that increased 
reliance on user fees 
efficiency. They see 
will lead to increased governmental 
the direct linkages of benefits and 
costs of a service found in the price system as a better 
guide to the services government should perform than the 
more indirect complex political.system. People are likely 
to demand and use services they consider to be free, but if 
a price or fee is associated with it, they will reconsider 
their desires. For example, if golf or softball facilities 
are free many people will want to use them, and when the 
facilities become crowded they will demand more of these 
facilities. Economists suggest, however, that if a fee is 
associated with the use of these facilities, some people 
will no longer demand or use them. This will lead to a 
more efficient allocation of the government's scarce 
resources. 
Increased reliance on user fees may lead some depart-
ments to think of their operations as a business, so they 
might be more likely to run them efficiently. 
A recent guide to local governments 6onsidering 
increased utilization of user fees and charges as a revenue 
source has suggested a checklist to be consul ted before 
adopting a fee.9 It is reproduced as Figure 2. 
D. Income/Earnings Tax 
Introduction 
An income or earnings tax is used by some cities in 
approximately a dozen states. Its use is extensive in 
Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Kentucky, but elsewhere it is more 
likely to be used by larger cities than small ones. Its 
importance as a source of revenue varies by size of the 
city as 18.6% of own-source revenue came from these taxes 
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in cities over 500,000 population but only 2.7% in cities 
under 200,000. Among the ten cities in the 200,000 to 
500,000 population category, the median proportion of own-
source revenue raised from the income tax was 41.5%. All 




therefore, rates very 
revenue for a city. 
millions of dollars of 
An income 
highly as a 
or earnings tax, 
means of producing 
Even a rate of 1% can result in 
revenue. Adjusted gross income 
(AGI) on individual federal tax returns in 1980 in Douglas 
County was $3.3 billion, and individuals paid $500 million 
in federal and $75 million in state income taxes. 10 Even 
if the tax is in the form of an earnings tax limited to 
salaries and wages, the potential revenue is great, and 
salaries and wages in Nebraska constituted 78.5% of AGI in 
1980. 11 
In addition, an income or earnings tax is considered to 
be extremely elastic, i.e., it expands with economic growth 
and contracts with periods of economic decline. This 
elasticity is even greater for more progressive income tax 
systems. Since Nebraska's system is tied directly to the 
federal tax return, it is among the more progressive. 
Neutrality. Given the nature of the Omaha SMSA and the 
likelihood of any income tax rate being low, an income or 
earnings tax is unlikely to have unanticipated 
consequences. Few people or firms will move from Omaha or 
refuse to move to it because of such a tax. A study of 
movers to the Washington, D.C. area found that the location 
of jobs, friends and family, community reputation, and such 
non-tax economic factors as housing costs and access to 
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transportation were more important than taxes. In fact, 
only 13% of the homeowners and 2% of the renters said they 
considered taxes in their location decisions. 12 Similarly, 
"A survey of 54 municipal finance officers in cities empha-
sizing local income taxes showed that nearly 90% thought 
that the tax had not resulted in any loss of individuals or 
businesses to other jurisdictions.n 13 
Eguity. An evaluation of the equity of an income or 
earnings tax depends, of course, upon the type of tax 
selected and the specifics of the rate structure. An earn-
ings tax would present problems of horizontal equity, 
i.e., equal treatment of persons with equal income, since 
it would tax only one form of income (wages and salaries) 
and would exclude other forms such as interest and business 
profits. The level of horizontal equity would depend on 
the types of deductions allowed. A system based on gross 
earnings would differ from one based on gross earnings 
adjusted for such deductions as IRA contributions or busi-
ness expenses. 
The question of vertical equity depends on the rate 
structure selected. Most of the cities using an income or 
earnings tax have a flat rate, making the tax pro-portional 
rather than progressive. On the other hand, exemptions of 
lower incomes from -the tax can make it more progressive. 
If an income tax were instituted in Omaha and if it were 
tied to the state income tax which, of course, is piggy-
backed to the federal income tax, it would be a relatively 
progressive tax. 
Tax Exporting. Some tax exporting of a local income or 
earnings tax would take place via itemized deductions for 
state and local taxes allowed on the federal income tax 
form. 
An earnings tax placed on all people who work in Omaha 
and earn wages or salaries here would result in tax 
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exporting. This tax, then, would become an excellent way 
of having non-residents who work in Omaha, and therefore 
benefit from Omaha governmental services (e.g., public 
safety services), share some of their costs. 
Even though an income tax piggybacked to the state 
income tax would reflect place of residence rather t.han 
place of work, a withholding system could collect much of 
the taxes due from non-resident workers. 
Investment and Economic Growth. A local income or 
earnings tax might inhibit investment and economic growth 
in the area because it is a visible tax and, for Nebraska, 
an innovative tax that would likely result in adverse 
publicity about taxation. On the other hand, most com-
munities with an income or earnings tax have used it either 
to reduce the burden of the property tax or the sales tax. 
For example, Kansas City and St. Louis, which have income 
taxes, use the property tax for only 10.5%-12% of their 
own-source revenue. The Ohio cities of Akron, Cincinnati, 
Dayton, and Toledo rely on income taxes to an even greater 
extent, resulting in only 9.3%-13.7% of their revenue 
coming from property taxes and less than 1% of it coming 
from sales taxes. Most experts question whether tax con-
siderations play a major role in business location 
decisions. 
Administrative Feasibility. The administrative costs 
of a local income or earnings tax are relatively high 
(e.g., ACIR cites estimates of 4.5% in Pennsylvania and 
2-4% in Ohio). 14 
Administrative costs can be minimized if the tax is 
piggy-backed onto the state income tax and administered by 
the state. Experts have insisted that a local income tax 
is administratively feasible only if a withholding system 
is instituted. Without it, the costs of enforcement, espe-
cially for out-of-state residents, will be high. The cost 
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will also vary with the complexity of the system. A flat 
rate is easier to administer than one that attempts to 
improve equity by allowing deductions and exemptions • 
.:::C~o"'m:.tP:.-::l:..::i:.::a:;n~c::..:e::.....;C~o:::.s=t:::.s • If a system of with o 1 ding is ins t i-
tuted and if the system is piggybacked onto the state 
income tax, taxpayer compliance costs would be negligible, 
both for the taxpayer and the employer withholding the 
money. Non-residents working in Omaha, however, would face 
additional costs. 
Political Feasibility. According to annual polls con-
ducted by ACIR, the income tax is generally preferred to 
other means of taxation. Its adoption, therefore, could be 
favored, especially if it results in. the reduction of a 
less preferred tax such as the property tax. Most cities 
with a local income tax collect more revenue from it than 
from their property tax. Of the 47 cities over 50,000 that 
had an income tax in 1980-82, 32 collected more revenue 
from it than from the property tax. In 21 of these cities 
the ratio was more than two to one. 15 In some states the 
income tax is substituted for the sales tax. 
The attempt to impose a new 
expected to generate considerable 
especially since most cities do 
earnings tax. 
tax, however, can be 
debate and antagonism, 
not use an income or 
Another political factor to be consider~d is that the 
tax would require legislative approval at the state level. 
Administrative cooperation from the executive branch would 
be helpful, too. 
An alternative to the income or earnings tax placed on 
~mployees would be a payroll tax placed on employers. This 
tax would be a variant of a gross receipts tax which is 
discussed. in the next section. 
Still another alternative oriented toward a city's 
workforce, regardless of their place of residence, is the 
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head tax or "ocqupational privilege tax" used in Denver. 
It places a $2 tax per month on each employee working in 
Denver earning at least $250 a month. It also taxes each 
employer $2 a month for each of these employees. Employees 
with more than one employer are only taxed once each month. 
With the exception of some regressi vi ty, this tax can be 
seen as the equivalent of an income or earnings tax. 
E. General and Selective Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes 
Introducti'on 
Almost all of the 50 cities closest to Omaha's size 
collect some revenue from general or selective sales taxes. 
Usually cities that had their own general sales tax did not 
add many additional services on a selective basis (e.g., 
Omaha's reliance on the general sales tax as a source of 
revenue ranked third of 23 cities between 300,000 and 
500,000 but 19th in the use of selective sales taxes). 
Overall, Omaha relied on sales taxes as a source of revenue 
to a greater extent than the median of the 50 comparable 
cities. 
Findings 
Examples of selective sales taxes used in the Bureau of 
Census compilations are taxes on alcoholic beverages, motor 
fuels, public utilities, and tobacco products. Only a few 
cities comparable to Omaha in size have a tax on alcoholic 
beverages. Atlanta has a tax of 3% on liquor by the drink, 
and El Paso has a 1.5% tax on mixed drinks; Nashville also 
has a separate tax on alcoholic beverages. City taxes on 
gasoline are rare. In 1980-81, cities with motor fuel 
taxes included Honolulu, New York City, and Washington, 
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D.C. Separate city taxes on tobacco products are equally 
rare. Both Kansas City and 
as do several of the largest 
Washington, D.C.). Norfolk 
St. Louis have tobacco taxes, 
cities (New York, Chicago, and 
and Virginia City have 10 and 
15 cent per pack cigarette taxes, which are added to the 
state's 3 cent per pack tax. 
A sales tax on utility billings, on the other hand, is 
an important source of revenue for a number of cities. For 
example, in 1980-81 Kansas City raised $46 million or 
almost 18% of its general own-source revenue from a 9% tax 
on utilities' gross receipts. Other ·cities that rely 
rather heavily on utility taxes are Miami, $24 million or 
20% of its own-source general revenue, and St. Louis, $39 
million or 14%. In this same period Omaha reported $3.7 
million or 3.8%. 
Most of the cities use a flat rate for all of the 
utilities, but Norfolk, Richmond, and Virginia Beach, 
Virginia vary their rates with the amount of the bill and 
with whether the taxpayer is an individual or a business. 
For example, the utility tax structure in Richmond is 25% 
on the first $20 of the monthly gas, electricity, and 
telephone bills for residences with no tax on amounts over 
$20. The tax on business, commercial, and .industrial 
billings, however" is 25% of the first $625 and 5% of 
amounts over $625. In Virginia Beach the rate also varies 
with the utility. On residential electricity and gas bills 
the tax is 20% of the first $12 of the monthly bill and no 
tax over that, with businesses paying a tax of 20% on the 
first $400. On telephone bills it is 20% of the first $20 
on residential billings, but for businesses it is 20% on 
the first $400 and 4% thereafter. In St. Louis the tax on 
utility receipts is 5% for residential and 10% for 
non-residential. In contrast, Nebraska businesses are 
exempt from sales taxes on utility billings. 
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A tax on restaurant meals is another selective sales 
taxes used in some cities. For example, 18 cities in 
Virginia add 1% to 5% in addition to the state sales tax. 
Among cities comparable to Omaha, Richmond charges 3%, 
Norfolk 4%, and Virginia Beach 5%. Revenue raised by this 
tax was $2.9 million, $3.3 million, and $4.0 million, 
respectively, in 1981. 
Another tax used by many cities is a hotel and motel 
occupancy tax. In many cases this tax is earmarked for 
tourism promotion, but several cities use it as a source of 
general fund revenue. 
than the sales tax 
Sacramento 10%). 
In several cities the rate is higher 
rate (e.g., Oakland charges 8%, 
Several cities have an admissions tax. For example, 
Sacramento, St. Louis, and Seattle each have a 5% tax. 
Richmond charges 6% for tickets over $5 and a sliding rate 
below that amount, while Virginia Beach adds a 10% tax that 
net ted them $700,000 in 1981. Connecticut permits cities 
to charge a 10% tax on admissions to any place having a 
pari-mutuel operation. 
These general and selected sales taxes are directly 
charged to the consumer at the time of the purchase with 
the business owner serving as the collector. A related 
form of taxation, however, is based upon gross receipts of 
a business. These are usually passed on to the consumer 
and may even be itemized separately to imply the tax is 
intended for the consumer. A number of cities use general 
or select business receipts taxes as a major source of 
·revenue. Sometimes a gross receipts tax on selected 
industries is a form of licensing and/or regulation, but in 
other instances the main purpose is to raise revenue. 
All cities in Virginia have BPOL (Business, 
Professional and Occupation License) taxes. In that state 
all businesses are classified into one of four categories 
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and taxed at varying rates. The four categories are: 1) 
contractors, 2) retail merchants, 3) professionals 
(financial, real estate, and professional services), and 4) 
all others. Table 10 indicates the rates for these taxes 
in Norfolk, Richmond, and Virginia Beach. 
TABLE 10 














$38.50 + $.198/$100 for the first $500,000 in gross receipts and $.011/$100 over $500,000 
$38.50 + $.33/$100 on gross receipts over $3,000 
$38.50 + $.77/$100 on gross receipts over $3,000 
$38.50 + $.385/$100 on gross receipts over $3,000 
Richmond 
$30·.00 + $1.90/$100 on all gross receip~s (or 1.5% of fee if contract is on fee basis) 
$30.00 + $.47/$100 on all gross receipts 
$30.00 + $1.50/$100 on all gross receipts 
$30.00 + $.47/$100 on all gross receipts 
Vi_rginia Beach 
$50.00 + $:17/$100 on gross receipts over $5,000 
$25.00 + $.25/$100 on gross receipts over $2,500 
$25.00 + $.73/$100 on gross receirrs over $2,500 
$25.00 + $.38/$100 on gross receipts over $2,500 
Source: Albert W. Spengler, Tax Rates in Virginia Cities and Selected Counties: 1981 (Charlottesville: 
Instit.ute of Government, University of Virginia, 1982). 
Another city that relies heavily on a business license 
tax is Oakland. Businesses are classified into 17 
categories, and rates vary from $.60/$1,000 for grocers to 
$13.95/$1,000 for rental of residential property. Table 11 
presents the categories, the tax basis, and minimum rates 
currently in effect. 
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TABLE 11 
OAKLAND'S GROSS RECEIPTS TAX-"1 
Industry Tax Rate Minimum· 
Code Industry Classification Tax Basis Per $1,000 Tax 
A* Retail Sales Gross Receipts $1.20 $50 
B* Grocers Gross Receipts .60 50 
c Automobile Dealers Gross Receipts 1.20 so 
D* Wholesale Sales Gross Receipts 1.20 so 
E Business and Personal Services Gross Receipts 1.80 50 
F Professional and Semi-professional Gross Receipts 3.60 50 
G Recreation and Entertainment Gross Receipts 4.50 50 
H** Construction Contractors Grass Receipts 1.80 50 
I Manufacturing (1) Value Add"ed 1.20 so 
J Manufacturing (2) Gross Payroll, Utilities, 1.20 50 
Rent and/or Depreciation 
K Administrative Headquarters Gross Payroll 1.20 so 
L Transportation Number qf Employees ..!!I so 
N Commercial Propeny, Rental of Gross Receipts 1.80 so 
0 Hotel and Motel, Rental of Gross Receipts 1.80 so 
w Miscellaneous Gross Payroll 1.20 so 
X Taxicabs, Ambulances, and Number of Vehicles, Stands .£1 so 
Limousines 
*Liquor, beer, and wine sales at retail or wholesale are excludable. 
**Contractor payments to subcontractors for work performed within Oakland are deductible from the tax base. 
-~._!Exemptions: Basic exemptions il)clude non~profit organizations, interstate transportation activity, banks 
_and insurance companies, infirmity, and other business activity exempted by state or federal law, or if gross 
receipts are less than $5,000 . 
..!!! $72 for first person employed; $18 per person for 2nd-19th; $9 per·person for next 80 persons; $7.50 per 
person for next 100 persons; $4.50 per person for all other persons employed . 
.SJ $105 per taxicab; $75 per ambulance or limousine; $150 pel- taxicab street stand in a parking meter zone; 
$30 per taxicab street stand not in a parking meter zone. 
Source' Revenue Manual, Ciry of Oakland (1979). 
Seattle also relies on such taxes. In 1982 its tax 
rate, including a 15% surcharge, was .402% of gross 
receipts in the services industry and .209% in all other 
industries except flour manufacturing and grain wholesaling 
where the rates are set at only 10% of other manufacturers 
and wholesalers. These taxes raised $38 million, exceeding 
their revenues from the property tax ($34 million) or sales 





and .185% in other industries because a state law limited 
those business and occupation tax rates to .2%, with exemp-
tions for cities with higher rates, and limited increases 
to 2% · per year to a maximum increase of 1 O% over 1982 
rates. 
Another "sales tax" being 
upon sale of real property. 
Seattle chose to exercise 
used in a few cities is a tax 
Beginning in September, 1982 
the authority granted to 
Washington cities by the state legislature and imposed a 
• 25% tax on real estate transactions. These funds are 
earmarked for capital improvements by state law. They 
expect to raise $2 to 2.5 million per year. The 
city of Oakland has a real estate transfer tax, .5% from 
1974 to 1978 and .75% since 1978. This tax produced more 
than $5 million in revenue in 1978-79. Obviously, this tax 
is different from a nominal deed transfer fee which may be 
considered a user charge (e.g., Fresno charges a .0005% fee 
which produced only about $150,000 in revenue, and Santa 
Ana levies a .00055% fee producing approximately $200,000). 
1his suggests that distinguishing between a tax and a 
user fee is not always easy. Similarly, licenses and 
permits--even if assessed at a flat rate--may be viewed as 
a variant of a gross receipts tax, if revenue production is 
a major objective. In some cases, however, licenses and 
permits are a variant of user fees, as the revenue is 
intended primarily to cover the administrative costs of 
investigation and record keeping. 
Evaluation 
The evaluation of general and selective sales and gross 
receipts taxes will be a discussion of the advantages and 
disadvantages of this general category. Some addi tiona! 
comments will be addressed to individual taxes when 
appropriate. 
ljlj 
Revenue Productivity. General and selected sales and 
gross receipts taxes are an excellent source of revenue. 
Currently American cities raise approximately $9 billion 
through these taxes amounting to about 17% of their own-
source general revenue. The proportion is almost 20% for 
cities in the 200,000-500,000 category. These taxes have a 
high revenue generating potential because they are related 
to fluctuations in the economy, growing (but also 
declining) at about the same rate. Many of the special 
sales taxes are more resistant to economic growth or 
decline. Utility billings have increased rapidly in recent 
years and are expected to increase in the near future as 
well. The increasing proportion of working women and 
single-person households has led to growth and stability in 
the restaurant business, and this sector of the economy is 
projected to remain strong. 
Neutrality. Generally, sales taxes on most goods and 
services are unlikely to result in unanticipated economic 
consequences. Some sales may be lost as a result of con-
sumers who make their purchases in adjacent areas without a 
sales tax and/or if the demand for the product is highly 
elastic, i.e., dependent on the price •. Some of the special 
sales taxes noted earlier, however, are for goods or ser-
vices for which demand is relatively inelastic. For 
example, few people would refuse to stay in Omaha hotels 
and motels because of an increased room tax as few are so 
cost conscious when selecting hotel or motel 
accommodations. Businessmen on expense accounts are a 
major source of hotel revenue, and they are even less cost 
conscious. Convention business depends on the centrality 
and attractiveness of the city and the availability of 
facilities for meetings, rather than on cost differences of 
only a few dollars. Few people will avoid major entertain-
ment attractions such as the races or touring entertainers 
because of an additional 25 or 50 cent charge. 
45 
A tax on gross receipts of businesses may not be 
neutral. Businesses not tied to the local economy might 
try to relocate outside of the city limits. Since such 
taxes are not uniform throughout the state or the region, 
they might have an adverse impact on some business 
relocations, although the role of taxation in these deci-
sions is not considered to be a major factor. 
Equity. The Nebraska sales tax is criticized by many 
because it includes food, medicine, and clothing, i terns 
exempt from sales tax in some states. These basic needs 
constitute a disproportionate share of the budgets of lower 
income. persons. Extending coverage of the sales tax to 
hotel/motel lodgings and admissions would contribute to the 
overall equity of the sales tax as these expenditures 
increase disproportionately with income. Taxing utility 
billings or receipts, however, will be a regressive tax. 
Exemptions (e.g., meals below a certain price, the "hot dog 
exemption," or utility bills below a certain amount) can 
ease the regressiveness of these taxes. 
Broader coverage for the current sales tax would serve 
to increase its horizontal equity while higher rates for 
selected expenditures (e.g., restaurant · meals or 
hotel/motel lodgings) would reduce horizontal equity. 
Similarly, a uniform gross receipts business' tax would 
be considered fair based on considerations of horizontal 
equity while rates that differ by industry or economic sec-
tor would not. Questions about the vertical equity of 
taxes on business are raised when these are likely to be 
passed on to the consumer. 
Tax Exporting. Sales taxes are evaluated favorably 
using the criterion of tax exporting. Non-residents pay 
part of the costs of local government when they purchase 
products and services taxed by the city. This is espe-
cially relevant when considering a hotel/motel lodgings 
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tax. These taxes are also exported when they are treated 
as deductions on the federal income tax return. 
Gross receipts taxes are also exported as companies may 
deduct them as business expenses. They are exported to the 
degree that non-residents purchase their products and 
services. This may be significant in Omaha which is a 
retail and wholesale center for a broader market area. 
Investment and Economic Growth. Increased sales taxes 
are unlikely to be viewed as inhibiting investment and 
economic growth, although some firms at the margin 
economically and geographically may be adversely effected. 
Business receipt taxes, on the other hand, are more visible 
and_may influence location decisions. 
Administrative Feasibility. Additional sales taxes 
should be easy to administer as part of the current sales 
tax if the state cooperates. Business receipts taxes, 
however, will require new administrative machinery for the 
city. Exemptions, of course, will increase the costs of 
compliance. 
Compliance Costs. Compliance costs for selective sales 
taxes or business receipts taxes should be minimal. 
Political Feasibility. The sales tax . is viewed 
relatively favorably by Nebraskans* and an extension of it 
to additional areas such as admissions and hotel/motel 
lodgings might be viewed favorably too. On the other hand, 
*A survey of Nebraskans conducted in 1979 reported that 
among the sales tax, income tax, and property tax, 52% of 
the respondents rated the sales tax as most fair and only 
18% as least fair. The income tax was rated as most fair 
by 23% and least fair by 21%. The property tax was viewed 
as least fair by half (50%) of the respondents, and only 
14% saw it as the most fair of the three. See: Susan 
Welch and Alan Booth, Taxes: Are They Fair? (Lincoln: 
Bureau of Sociological Research, University of Nebraska, 
1979), p. 6. 
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the attempt to extend the sales tax to services was 
successfully opposed· in the 1983 session of the Nebraska 
State Legislature. Efforts to use the hotel/motel lodgings 
tax for general tourism have met with resistance, and any 
effort to increase this tax and to allocate it to the 
general fund can be expected to be vigorously opposed. 
Efforts to add an additional tax on meals can also be 
expected to arouse opposition. As an example, the plight 
of elderly who eat in restaurants was invoked recently by a 
World-Herald editorial in opposition to removing the tax on 
all food. 
Nevertheless, arguments of increased equity resulting 
from extending the sales tax to ·expenditures based on 
discretionary income, and that increase with income should 
gain some support. 
Taxes imposed on businesses, even if they are passed on 
to the consumer, can be expected to arouse strong opposi-
tion from the business sector. Any attempt to broaden 
taxes on utilities will result in 
opposition, given the increasing costs 
these times of energy crises. 
especially strong 
of utilities in 
Any attempts to broaden the sales tax will require 
state approval, which raises additional questions of poli-
tical feasibility. Omaha is authorized to levy occupatio~ 
taxes, and a broad tax on gross receipts should fall within 
its legislative authority. Selective occupation taxes, 
however, may face legal problems as a 1946 law imposing an 
occupation tax on retailers of cigarettes was ruled to be a 
sales tax rather than an occupation tax. 16 
F. Property Tax 
Introduction 
The property tax is the major revenue source for 
American local government. In 1980-81 local governments 
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raised $18.3 billion from it, constituting more than one-. 
third (34.2%) of their own-source general revenue. In 
1976-77 the proportion was 42.6%, with the decrease due, 
in part, to political attacks in the form of lids such as 
Proposition 13 in California and Proposition 2~ in 
Massachusetts. 
Omaha relies on the property tax more than do other 
large cities, although its proportion is similar to that of 
all cities. In 1980-81 it raised 34.5% of its own-source 
revenue from the property tax compared to 34.2% of all 
cities and 26.2% for all cities bet~een 300,000 and 
500,000. Reliance on the tax varied widely, however, among 
the 50 cities- closest to Omaha in population, ranging from 
4.1% in Mobile, Alabama to 68.7% in Rochester, New York. 
An evaluation of the property tax is important in this 
study because any major form of new taxation will probably 
be »sold" on the basis of property tax reli~f and 
implicitly., at least, will be compared to it. 
Evaluation 
'Revenue Production. One of the commonly cited ad van:.. 
tages of the property tax for local governments is its 
stability. It is less responsive to economic changes than 
some of the other major taxes. Although this has its 
advantages in times of economic decline, a city that relies 
on it in times of economic growth or inflation can be at a 
disadvantage. The responsiveness of the property tax to 
economic conditions is not as automatic as the sales or 
income tax as most communities carry out reassessments only 
periodically, resulting in sporadic increases of the pro-
perty tax, contributing to its negative image. 
Neutrality. The property tax has been the subject of 
extensive debate concerning its impacts. For example, some 
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blame urban blight 
which may penalize 
value. Others see 
factors other than 
on the mechanics of the property· tax 
rehabilitation because of increased 
the causes of blight originating with 
the property tax system. Extensive 
debate has taken place about the impact on residential and 
business location decisions and about whether the tax is 
regressive or not. These uncertainties suggest some 
unanticipated consequences may arise and therefore the 
property tax may not be neutral. 
Egui ty. A lively debate has raged among economists on 
whether the property tax is regressive. At the simplest 
level of analysis, the real estate tax bill can be measured 
as a proportion of income by examining, for example, 
detailed data on federal income tax returns with itemized 
deductions. Table 12 provides data that indicate that real 
estate tax deductions as a proportion of adjusted gross 
incom·e (AGI) decline steadily as income increases. The 
rate is 8.78% for those with an AGI under $5,000, drops to 
6.31% for those with incomes between $5,000 and under 
$10,000, and continues to drop to • 46% for those with an 
AGI of $1 million or more. 
TABLE 12 
REAL ESTATE TAX DEDUCTIONS BY ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME, 
FOR RETURNS WITH ITEMIZED DEDUCTIONS, 1980 
Adjusted Gross Income (AGI) 
Category Total Income 
(Millions of Dollars) 
$ < 5,000 1,378 
5,000 under 10,000 10,481 
10,000 under 15,000 32,588 
15,000 under 20,000 63,340 
20,000 under 25,000 104,997 
25 ,000 under 30,000 121,134 
30,000 under 50,000 336,820 
50,000 under 100,000 155,298 
100,000 under 200,000 56,424 
200,000 under 500,000 27,838 
500,000 under 1,000,000 8,232 
1,000,000 or more 9,128 
Real Estate 
Tax Deductions 




























Source: Internal Revenue Service, Statistics of lncome-1980: Individual Income Tax Returns (1982), p. 56. 
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Similarly, data for Omaha based on the Annual Housing 
Survey conducted in 1976 
the ratio of the median 














MEDIAN VALUE OF OWNED-OCCUPIED HOMES BY INCOME, OMAHA 1976 
(1) (2) ( 3) (4) 
Income Median Value of CoL (3) 
Range Mid·Pqint Owner-occupied Home CoL (2) 
$0-2,999 $ 1,500 $17,900 11.93 
3,000-4,999 4,000- 17,600 4.40 
5,000-6,999 6,000 17,100 2.85 
7,000-9,999 8,500 18,100 2.13 
10,000-12,499 11,250 21,600 1.92 
12,500-14,999 13,750 25,300 1.84 
15,000-19,999 17,500 27,300 1.56 
20,000-24,999 22,500 30,900 1.37 
25,000-34,999 30,000 34,800 1.16 
35,000+ 56,875* 48,700 .86 
*Calculated by Henson's method, described in: Robert Noah Parker and Rudy FenwiCIG, "The Pareto 
Curve and Its Utility for Open-Ended Income Distribution in Survey Research," Social Forces, 61:3 
(March, 1983), pp. 874-5 
Source' Annual Housing Survey, 1976, OmahaSMSA, p. C-24. 
A more sophisticated but traditional view holds that 
the portion of the property tax based on land is borne by 
the owner but that the tax on structures can be shifted to 
the user of that property. This means that although 
persons who own their own homes cannot shift the tax burden 
to others, owners of other structures pass the tax on to 
renters. Businesses, in turn, pass it on to their 
consumers. Since housing and consumption expenditures as a 
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proportion of income decline as income increases, the tax 
burden falls more heavily on lower income persons, and the 
tax is considered regressive. 
A second element in the traditional approach, the use 
of annual income as the basis upon which the burden is 
calculated, contributes to the view of the property tax as 
regressive. Traditionally, 'the tax burden is based upon 
the family's annual income, usually interpreted as the cash 
income for the year. Some analysts use the adjusted gross 
income figure available from IRS data. Some add various 
adjustments and forms of non-cash income, especially impor-
tant in rural areas where people partially live off the 
products of their farms. Using these "limited" bases for 
calculation contributes to the property tax's regressive 
nature, as both young owners and old have more limited 
incomes than people in their middle years. 
A new view of the property tax has been advocated in 
recent years. 17 This view sees the property tax as a tax 
on · capital. The property tax cannot be shifted on to 
others because it is virtually national in scope, and a 
local supplier without a monopoly is too small to alter the 
supply-demand picture and therefore must absorb the costs 
by reducing the rate of return. Some shifting does occur, 
however, to the extent that economic activities are mobile, 
and the tax rates charged in different areas are not iden-
tical. as capital will flee to low property tax areas where 
it can earn more. Since capital is more likely to be held 
by those with greater incomes, the property tax is viewed 
as progressive rather than regressive. 
The new view of the property tax also uses a different 
base for calculating the burden. "Permanent" income or 
average life-time 
appropriate base. 
earnings is suggested as a more 
A home becomes an investment for the 
future, and the increase in its value is distributed over a 
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long period of time which may have both ups and downs in 
annual income. This view is not concerned with an elderly 
homeowner's current income, which may be lower than the 
average of his or her lifetime earnings. Similarly, the 
young homeowner can expect to earn more money somewhat 
later in· life, and therefore his home is a long-term 
investment. This view makes the property tax less 
regressive. 
Regardless of which is the appropriate set of 
assumptions, some property owners view their property tax 
bill in relation to their available current cash income. 
Consequently, they complain about the property tax and 
question its legitimacy as the primary tax used by local 
governments. In other words, despite what some economists 
say, many property owners are responding politically to 
their unfavorable perceptions of the property tax. 
Questions of horizontal equity are also raised con-
cerning the administration of the property tax in practice. 
Various studies have shown that the time lag involved in 
reassessing properties results in owners of equally valued 
properties having different assessments and therefore dif-
ferent taxes. Studies have shown that reassessment is much 
more difficult for commercial and industrial property 
because of less frequent sales, and therefore this property 
is more likely to be underassessed. Studies also indicate 
that lower price homes have higher assessment/sales price 
ratios, suggesting some further vertical equity 
problems. 18 
Other horizontal equity problems are seen by some 
analysts because other forms of property, i.e., tangible 
and intangible non-real property, are increasingly being 
exempted from property taxes. 
The few states that use classified property taxes may 







which requires that all property be 
on the basis of its market value, nine 
Tennessee, Minnesota, and Arizona have 
for different types of property.· In 
Tennessee residential and farm property is assessed at 25% 
of value while industrial and commercial is assessed at 40% 
and public utili ties at 55%. Minnesota has a wider range 
of assessment rates including different rates for the first 
$20,000 of value of a home and for apartment buildings over 
five stories. Arizona has seven classes including residen-
tial property assessed at 15% of value, commercial and 
industrial at 27%, public utilities at 60%, and historic 
property at only 8%.* Increasing taxes on business prop-
*classification of property taxes is one possible 
reform and/or source of revenue. Criticism of classifica-
tion of property taxes includes the political hurdles of a 
constitutional amendment required in Nebraska if unequal 
treatment of different classes of property is desired. A 
major problem, according to the District of Columbia Tax 
Revision Commission is that "there is no economic rationale 
for taxing various types of income producing property ••• at 
differential rates." Proponents, however, suggest that 
since some property can more easily shift the burden to 
others, these properties should be taxed more heavily. 
Proponents also admit that the desire to export part of the 
property tax burden could be a stong srgument in favor of 
classification. Another criticism is that since there is 
no objective way to establish the different classes and 
rates, the entire process becomes a political battleground 
for organized interest groups. In addition, they note that 
since classification is aimed at business it may contribute 
to an anti-business reputation which could have a greater 
adverse impact on economic growth than the increased tax 
itself. A tax system with varying rates is also harder to 
administer. The District of Columbia Tax Revision 
Commission concluded, "Classification is much too crude and 
inefficient a tool for residential property tax relief," 
and recommended against its adoption in the District of 
Columbia even though an analysis indicated that residents 
and landowners would benefit from classification. This 
evaluation is drawn from: District of Columbia Tax 
Revision Commission, Financing an Urban Government, (1978), 
Chapter 1, and from Jon Sonstellie, "The Classified 
Property Tax," in Technical Aspects of the District's Tax 
Systems (House of Representatives Committee on the District 
of Columbia, 1978). 
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erty may increase the progressivity or regressivity of 
the property tax depending on the assumptions used con-
cerning the ability to pass the tax burden on to consumers. 
Tax Exporting. Again, part of the evaluation of the 
exportability of the property tax depends upon the assump-
tions of whether the tax is being passed on to others on 
the basis of consumption or ownership of capital. The 
location of a company's customers and its stockholders 
become important variables. Some property is owned by 
absentee landlords, and therefore some of the burden is 
exported. 
The major method of tax exporting, however, is via 
deductions for property taxes on the federal return. Some 
also view these deductions as contributing to the 
regressive nature of the property tax, as not all 
homeowners itemize their deductions. 19 It also raises 
problems of horizontal equity. 
Investment and Economic Growth. One adverse impact 
attributed to the current property tax system is that it 
discourages rehabilitation of property and otherwise has an 
adverse impact on the housing market, especially for low-
rent housing. Some have suggested adoption of site value 
taxation as a remedy. This concept places all of the_ tax 
on land rather than the improvements. Others, howev~r, 
have seen this idea. as needing more study to consider such 
aspects as the impact of windfall capital gains and losses 
caused by this shift in the basis of taxation and whether 
the policy might lead to a decline in open space in subur-
ban areas. 20 
Whether property tax rates actually influence business 
or residential location is not clear. Some evidence 
indicates these rates may play a greater role in intra-
metropolitan location decisions than in the initial 
selection of region or state. Even within a metropolitan 
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area, the role of tax differences is limited by the role of 
non-economic factors in the location decision. 21 
Administrative Feasibility. Generally the property tax 
is considered easy to administer. Administrative problems, 
however, are frequently cited as a major cause of the poli-
tical pressure against the property tax which culminated in 
such measures as Propositions 13 and 21. The assessment 
process has been criticized as subjective and. frequently 
out-of-date, especially for business properties that have 
relatively few sales. Recently, the need for creative 
financing of housing has led to challenges of the recorded 
sale price as the best measure of the value of a home. 
These assessment problems also contribute to problems of 
horizontal inequity. 
Taxpayer Compliance. The property tax is highly rated 
on the criterion of taxpayer compliance. Few records need 
to be kept by the property owner. The practice of escrow 
accounts by many mortgage lenders has taken some of the 
bite out of the property tax process to the satisfaction of 
some but to the dissatisfaction of those who feel that two 
large payments each year makes the taxpayer more conscious 
of his taxes and more vigilant of government. 
Political Feasibility. The political problems the pro-
perty tax faces are due, in part, to some of the factors 
already discussed (e.g.,· highly visible form of payment, 
tax unrelated to cash income and the immediate ability to 
pay). Part of the problem 
shift from direct payments 
direct role for residential 
also stems from an increasing 
by business to an increasing 
property. Tangible business 
property is no longer taxed in Nebraska, and residential 
property as a proportion of all real property assessment in 
Douglas County increased from 54.5% in 1971 to 62.2% in 
1981. Commercial and industrial property declined from 
22 40.3% to 36.0%. 
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G. Conclusion 
The selection of additional revenue sources for Omaha 
is a task for its political decision-makers. They can be 
assisted by an examination of the tax structure of other 
cities and by analyses of preliminary evaluations of alter-
nate revenue sources, which should be based on an explicit 
set of criteria. 
The ultimate decisions, however, involve conflicts of 
values and evaluations Of trade-offs, since no revenue 
source will meet all of the criteria. Similarly, the 
decision-makers themselves will have to choose between com-
peting principles of equity and between competing ideolo-
gies about the proper roles for a city government. 
The eight criteria used in the evaluations were: 
revenue productivity, neutrality, equity, tax importing, 
economic growth, administrative feasibility, taxpayer 
compliance costs, and political acceptability. See Figure 
1 on page 3 in the Executive Summary for a summary of the 
application of these criteria to the taxes discussed. 
Using these criteria, advantages and disadvantages of 
greater reliance on user fees and charges were examined. 
Advantages included that this is a relatively neutral 
revenue source with low taxpayer compliance costs and prob-
ably beneficial to economic growth beca~se it is not con-
sidered a tax. Some individual charges (e.g., refuse 
collection) could produce significant revenue, but most 
individual user charges will produce only limited revenue. 
Problems include tax exporting limited to non-resident 
users of services as user charges are not deductible on 
individual income tax returns. Administrative feasibility 
will vary with the service and the nature of the fee. 
Political acceptance may be high as the benefit principle 
is easily understood, but some opposition to charging for 
previously free services should be expected. The greatest 
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problem is how to ensure that services are provided· to 
those who cannot afford to pay for them. 
The analysis of the income or earnings tax referred to 
several advantages. These included excellent revenue pro-
duction as even a low levy of 1% could produce a large sum 
of money. Its effect could be exported to non-residents by 
extending coverage to those who work in Omaha. This could 
raise some problems of administration, but a withholding 
system and cooperation from the stati linking an Omaha tax 
to the state income tax system would ease these problems as 
well as minimize taxpayer compliance costs. Some uncer-
tainties about the neutrality of the tax and its impact on 
economic growth were noted. The equity of the tax would 
depend on whether it was an income tax linked to the state 
income tax, which is a relatively progressive tax because 
of its linkage to the federal income tax, or whether it was 
a flat rate tax and/or earnings tax based only on salaries 
and wages. Problems of political feasibility, however, are 
considerable given that the tax at the local level is a new 
idea for Nebraskans and that it would require state 
approval. The income or earnings tax as a partial replace-
ment for the property tax, however, might gain more 
acceptance. 
Increased selective sales taxes and a general business 
receipts tax were also evaluated. They were seen as having 
great revenue producing potential. They were evaluated 
favorably on the basis of administrative feasibility and on 
comp~iance costs. Increased sales taxes were not viewed as 
presenting problems concerning neutrality or their impact 
upon economic growth. A general business receipts tax, 
however, could be viewed by some as ant~-business and could 
have an impact on economic growth beyond what the actual 
revenue raised would merit. The equity of selective sales 
taxes depends on the specific tax. A tax on utility 
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receipts would raise serious equity questions given the 
rise in utility rates and their increasing role in the 
budgets of the elderly and poor. On the other hand, taxes 
on hotel/motel lodgings and restaurant meals could be 
viewed favorably as they are linked to discretionary income 
which increases as income increases. The equity of a 
general business receipts tax depends, in part, on the 
assumptions used concerning passing the tax on to 
consumers. Tax exporting would be especially high for the 
hotel/motel lodgings tax. The business receipts tax would 
be exported as a business expense on state and federal tax 
returns and on the basis of sales to non-residents. The 
business receipts tax could be expected to arouse strong 
opposition from the business community although it was 
given the same priority as an earnings tax and garbage 
collection fee by the recent Economy Task Force Report. 23 
Even selective sales taxes can be expected to meet strong 
opposition, as seen by the defeat in the State Legislature 
of the measure to extend the sales tax to services. 
The revenue sources examined in this report can serve 
as the basis for increasing revenue (within the limits 
imposed by the state lid law), or for replacing lost 
revenue, or for restructuring the present system. These 
revenue measures may be combined with actions related to 
expenditures and to actions related to increasing produc-
tivity and efficiency. 
59 
60 
III. ANALYSIS OF SELECTED POTENTIAL REVENUE SOURCES 
FOR OMAHA 
A. Introduction 
The purpose of this section of the report is to analyze 
two specific questions about several potential revenue 
sources for the city of Omaha. These questions are: 1) 
What are the estimates of revenue for· Omaha if it should 
adopt a particular revenue source? and 2) What is the inci-
dence or who would pay it? Estimates for the incidence are 
made for Omaha residents, businesses, and non-Omahans, plus 
an estimate related to different income categories. The 
latter allows for a measure of vertical equity or the 
extent of regressi vi ty. The measure used is the Suits 
Index, which is based on a comparison of cumulative income 
earned to cumulative tax paid by income category. This 
section, therefore, focuses on only a few of the criteria 
used to evaluate revenue measures. 
The revenue sources analyzed in this section were 
selected by representatives of the City Council after con-
sultation with the city Finance Department. 
The sources studied were property tax, refuse collec-
tion fee, occupational privilege tax, income tax, a tax on 
salaries and wages, increased revenue from horse racing, 
and selective sales taxes on real estate transactions, 
services, and meals. 
Within broad political and economic limits, estimates 
of the revenue that can be raised by a tax are primarily a 
fu~ction of the rate and secondarily a function of the tax 
base to which it is applied. An income tax can raise 
virtually any amount of revenue, depending on the rate 
selected. The exact size of the tax base is far less 
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crucial. Similarly, the amount of revenue that can be 
raised by a refuse collection fee is more dependent upon 
the amount of the fee than the number of units required to 
pay it. 
The size of the tax base is not unimportant, however. 
Although the revenue raised by an occupational privilege 
tax can be increased 50% by merely increasing the rate from 
$2 to $3 a month, the amount of revenue is related to the 
number of workers and the number of workers who are paid by 
taxable employers (e.g., governments are not taxed as 
employers). Often the data needed to carry out accurately 
the intended analyses of revenue production or tax inci-
dence are not available. When national data replace local, 
or old data are used instead of current, and when surrogate 
measures are substituted for unavailable data, certain 
assumptions are implicit and should be recognized. 
B. Property Tax 
The property tax is Omaha's single largest revenue 
source. It consists of a tax on real property, certain 
personal property, and motor vehicles. In 1983 the value 
of these forms of property was almost $6 billion, real pro-
perty making up more than three-fourths ( 77.2%), personal 
property 13.3%, and motor vehicles 9.5%. Of the real pro-
perty approximately 60% was residential, both single- and 
multiple-family buildings. 
The tax rate on this property in 1983 was 73.41¢ per 
$100, and budgeted revenue· from this source was $41.1 
million after allowances for non-collection. The proposed 
1984 budget is based on assessments totaling approximately 
$6.1 billion. If this figure is used and the 95.8% collec-
tion factor in the previous budget stays the same, a 1% 
increase in the rate (.7341¢) would result in an additional 
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$426,000, and a 10% increase (7.341¢) would produce 
$4,262,000 more. See Table 14. 
TABLE 14 
ESTIMATED REVENUE FROM PROPERTY TAX INCREASE 
Assessed V alue.!1 Tax Rate Increase Estimated Additional Revenue 
$5,805,802,000 1.0% .7341¢ $ 426,000 
2.0% 1.4682¢ 852,000 
5.0% 3.6705¢ 2,131,000 
8.0% 5.8728¢ 3,410,000 
10.0% 7.3410¢ 4,262,000 
12.0% 8.8092¢ 5,114,000 
14.0% 10.2774¢ 5,967,000 
J!1Total assessment of $6,060,336,110 (based on telephone conversation with Finance 
Department) multiplied by 95.8%, the 1983 budgeted tax collection factor. 
The proportion of the Omaha property tax paid 
absentee owners (i.e.' those who do not live in Omaha) 




individuals rather than businesses also cannot be deter-
mined because the proportion of personal property and motor 
vehicles owned by individuals rather than businesses is not 
known. Therefore, the most that can be said about the 
distribution of the tax is that approximately 46% of it 
' 
falls upon residential real property,. 3l% on non-
residential real property, and 23% on personal property and 
motor vehicles. See Table 15. 
The burden of the Omaha property tax on the individual 
household is difficult to measure precisely because the 
distribution of property tax by income level is not 
available. Several estimates of the distribution (and 
burden) by income can be derived, however, from other data 
sources. Each shows a decreasing proporti anal burden as 





DISTRIBUTION OF PROPERTY TAX-"1 
Omaha residential real property 
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.2:_/ Assessed values are 1983 revised data reported in a telephone conversation 
with the Finance Department. The distribution of real property according to 
residential or non-residential is based on the proportion for Douglas County 
urban real estate for 1981 as reponed in the Nebraska Department of Revenue 
1981 Annual Report, pp. 90-91. 
For instance, according to the Internal Revenue 
Service, 24 in 1980 income tax returns with itemized deduc-
tions indicate that real estate tax deductions equaled 
3.94% for those with adjusted .gross incomes (AGI) between 
$10,000 and·$14,999. They were 2.61% for those with AGI 
between $20,000 and $24,999 and 1. 31% for those with AGI 
over $100,000. See Table 16A. 
Another source for making these estimates is the Annual 
Housing Survey conducted for the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development by the Bureau of the Census. 25 The 1976 
survey for Omaha indicated that the property tax burden for 
owner-occupied housing for a household earning $10,000-
$12,499 was 3.6% while a household with $20,000-$24,999 
income paid 2.6%. See Table 16B. If renters are included, 
the proportions be_come 3.4% and 2.5%, respectively. See 
Table 16C. 
A more recent estimate is available from the 1983 Omaha 
World-Herald Consumer Preference Study26 which indicated 
that the average value of an owner-occupied home for those 
earning between $10,000 and $14,999 in the Omaha SMSA was 
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TABLE 16 
INDIVIDUAL TAX INCIDENCE RATE FOR PROPERTY TAX 
A) Estimate Based on U.S. IRS Returns with Itemized Deductions, 1980 
Adjusted Gross Income (AGI) Real Estate Real Estate 
Total Income Tax Deductions Tax Deductions 
Category (Millions of Dollars) (Millions of Dollars) As Percent of AGI 
$ < 5,000 1,378 121 8.78 
5,000 under 10,000 10,481 661 6.31 
10,000 under 15,000 32,588 1,285 3.94 
15,000 under 20,000 63,340 1,668 2.63 
20,000 under 25,000 104,997 2,745 2.61 
25,000 under 30,000 121,134 2,827 2.33 
30,000 under 50,000 3 36,820 7,498 2.23 
50,000 under 100,000 155,298 3,287 2.12 
100,000 under 200,000 56,424 908 1.61 
200,000 under 500,000 27,838 326 1.17 
500,000 under 1,000,000 8,232 65 .79 
1,000,000 or more 9,128 42 .46 
Source: Internal Revenue Service, Statistics of Income 1980: Individual Income Tax Returns (1982), p. 56. 
B) Estimate Based on Annual Housing Survey, 1976 
(1) (2) (3) ( 4) (5) 
Tax Rate 
Income Median Value of Mean Tax Col. (4) 
Range Mid-point Owner-occupied Home Per Home Col. (2) 
$0-2,999 $ 1,500 $17,900 $322 21.5% 
3,000-4,999 4,000 17,600 352 8.8 
5,000-6,999 6,000 17,100 308 5.1 
7,000-9,999 8,500 18,100 344 -4.0 
10,000-12,499 11,250 21,600 410 3.6 
12,500-14,999 13,750 25,300 506 3.7 
15,000-19,999 17,500 27,300 546 3.1 
20,000-24,999 22,500 30,900 587 2.6 
25,000-34,999 30,000 34,800 661 2.2 
35,000+ 56 875:..1 48,700 925 1.6 , 
.E:..I Calculated by Henson's method-, described in: Robert Noah Parker and Rudy Fenwick, "The Pareto 
Curve and Its Utility for Open-Ended Income Distribution in Survey Research," Social Forces, 61:3 
(March, 1983), pp. 874-5. 
Source' Annual Housing Survey, 1976, Omaha SMSA, p. C-24. 
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TABLE 1!5 (Continued) 
INDIVIDUAL TAX INCIDENCE RATE FOR PROPERTY TAX 
C) Estimate Based on Annual Housing Survey, 1976 (Includes Renters' Share of Residential Property Taxes) 
Income 
Range Mid-point Tax Rate~/ 
$ <3,000 $ 1,500 15.0% 
3,0004,999 4,000 8.6 
5,000-.6,999 6,000 4.6 
7,000-9,999 8,500 3.8 
10,000-12,499 11,250 3.4 
12,500-14,999 13,750. 3.5 
15,000-19,999 17,500 3.0 
20,000-24,999 22,500 2.5 
25,000-34,999 30,000 2.1 
35,000+ 56,875ll1 1.6 
_!!/Renters' tax payment was estimated for each income category by m:altiplying its median gross rent by 
the ratio of property tax to total housing costs for units with a mortgage. Tax rate represents total property 
taxes for owners and renters in an income category divided by total income in that category. 
_Q/ Calculated by Henson's method, described in: Robert Noah Parker and Rudy Fenwick, "The Pareto 
Curve and Its Utility for Open-Ended Income Distribution in Survey Research," Social Forces, 61:3 
(March, 1983), pp. 874-5. 
Source: Annual Housing Survey' 1976, Omaha SMSA, p. C-24. 
D) Estimate Based on 1982 Survey Data for Omaha SMSA 
(1) (2) ( 3) (4) (5) 
Tax Rate 
Tax Based on Col. (4) 
Income Range Mid-point Average Home Value 73.41¢/$100 Col. (2) 
$ <10,000 $ 5,000 $32,632 $240 4.8% 
10,000-14,999 12,500 36,324 267 2.1 
15,000-19,999 17,500 39,091 287 1.6 
20,000-24,999 22,500 48,514 356 1.6 
25,000-29,999 27,500 50,820 373 1.4 
30,000-34,999 32,500 61,746 453 1.4 
35,000+ 51,700_<!/ 73,~14 537 1.0 
~/Calculated by. Henson's method, described in: Robert Noah Parker and Rudy Fenwick, "The Pareto 
Curve and Its Utility for Open-Ended Income Distribution in Survey Research," Social Forces, 61:3 
(March, 1983), pp. 874-5. 
Source: Omaha World-Herald 1983 Consumer Preference Study, p. 7. 
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$36,324. For those earning between $20,000 and $24,999 it 
was $48,514. The current Omaha property tax rate applied 
to these values produces a tax burden of 2.1% and 1.6%, 
respectively. See Table 16D. 
How regressive a tax is can be measured by the Suits 
Index which varies between -1 and +1 with a negative number 
indicating a regressive tax and a positive number a 
progressive tax. 27 National data based on AGI produce a 
Suits Index of -.129.* Table 17A shows that each AGI cate-
gory below $30,000 pays a higher proportion of property 
taxes than the proportion of income earned. For example, 
those with AGI of $10,000-$14,999 earned 3.5% of all AGI 
income but had 6. O% of all property tax deductions. In 
contrast those earning over $200,000 AGI had 4. 9% of all 
AGI but only 2.0% of all property tax deductions. 
Since the federal income tax is a graduated tax, a 
deduction at the higher tax levels .results in more tax 
savings than the same deduction at a lower level. This 
difference in rates means some of the tax burden is 
exported to others. When this is considered, the Suits 
Index becomes -.158 (rather than -.129), and the property 
tax is seen as even more regressive. 
$200,000 AGI now have only 1. 4% of the 
erty tax deductions. See Table 17B. 
The 1976 Annual Housing Survey data 
Those earning over 
non-exported prop-
for Omaha indicate 
greater regressi veness of the property tax. Table 17C 
gives the data for homeowners on income and property tax 
(without consideration of exporting). It shows that for 
*This measurement based on returns with itemized deduc-
tions underestimates the regressi vi ty of the property tax 
as low-income persons--especially those without mortgage 
interest deductions--may benefit fro~ the standard deduc-
tion and therefore not be included in these calculations. 
These . persons are likely to be paying a relatively high 
proportion of their income in property taxes. 
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TABLE 17 
CUMULATIVE TAX INCIDENCE RATE 
(BY INCOME CATEGORY) 
FOR PROPERTY TAX 
A) Estimate Based on U.S. IRS Data for 1980 Returns with Itemized Deductions 
Cumulative 
Adjusted Gross Percent of Percent of Percent of 
Income (AGI) Income Tax Deductions Income 
$ < 5,000 .2 .6 .2 
5,000 under 10,000 1.1 3.1 1.3 
10,000 under 15,000 3.5 6.0 4.8 
15,000 under 20,000 6.8 7.8 11.6 
20,000 under 25,000 11.3 12.8 22.9 
25,000 under 30,000 13.1 13.2 36.0 
30,000 under 50,000 36.3 35.0 72.3 
50,000 under 100,000 16.7 15.3 89.0 
100,000 under 200,000 6.1 4.2 95.1 
200,000 under 500,000 3.0 1.5 98.1 
500,000 under 1,000,000 .9 .3 99.0 
















B) Estimate Based on U.S. IRS Data for 1980 Returns with Itemized Deductions, Including Exporting 
of Taxes (Tax Savings Resulting from Deduction) 
Cumulative 
Percent of Cumulative Percent of 
Percent of Tax Deductions Percent of Tax Deductions 
AGI Income After Exporting~/ Income After Exporting 
$ < 5,000 .2 .6 .2 .6 
5 ,000-9,999 1.1 3.4 1.3 4.0 
10,000-14,999 3.7 6.4 4.8 10.4 
15,000-19,999 6.8 8.2 11.6 18.6 
20,000-29,999 24.4 26.7 36.0 45.3 
30,000-49,999 36.3 34.4 72.3 79.7 
50,000-99,999 16.7 15.5 89.0 95.2 
100,000-199,999 6.1 3.4 95.1 98.6 
200,000+ 4.9 1.4 100.0 100.0 
.2:_/ Estimate of tax saving based on total tax divided by total AGI for each income category reported in 
Table 3.3 of Statistics of Income 1980: Individual Income Tax Returns. 
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TABLE 17 (Continued) 
CUMULATIVE TAX INCIDENCE RATE 
(BY INCOME CATEGORY) 
FOR PROPERTY TAX 
C) Estimate Based on 1976 Annual Housing Survey, 
Cumulative 
Percent of Percent of Percent of 
Income Income Tax Income 
$ < 3,000 .4 2.9 .4 
3,000-4,999 1.6 5.0 2.0 
5,000-6,999 1.5 2.9 3.5 
7,000-9,999 3.7 5.5 7.2 
10,000-12,499 6.5 8.6 13.7 
12,500-14,999 6.1 8.2 19.8 
15,000-19,999 17.6 20.0 37.4 
20,000-24,999 16.0 15.2 53.4 
25,000-34,999 19.8 15.9 73.2 
35,000+ 26.7 15.8 100.0 
D) Estimate Based on 1976 Annual Housing Survey, Including Renters 
Cumulative 
Percent of Percent of Percent of · 
Income Income Tax Income 
$ < 3,000 .9 4.5 .9 
3,000-4,999 2.9 8.5 3.8 
5,000-6,999 3.3 5.3 7.1 
7,000-9,999 6.4 8.3 13.5 
10,000-12,499 8.8 10.5 22.3 
12,500-14,999 7.2 8.6 29.5 
15,000-19,999 17.7 18.1 47.2 
20,000-24,999 13.8 11.9 61.0 
25,000-34,999 17.2 12.5 78.2 
35,000+ 21.8 11.8 100.0 
E) Estimate Based on 1983 Omaha World Herald Consumer Preference Study 
Cumulative 
Percent of Percent of Percent of 
Income Income Tax Income 
$ < 10,000 2.7 8.9 2.7 
10,000-14,999 7.0 10.3 9.7 
15,000-19,999 9.0 10.1 18.7 
20,000-24,999 14.6 15.9 33.3 
25,000-29,999 16.1 15.1 49.4 
30,000-34,999 14.2 13.6 63.6 






































each income category below $20,000 a greater proportion of 
property tax is paid than the proportion of income earned. 
Cumulatively, 53.1% of the property tax is paid by those 
earning only 37.4% of the income (those below $20,000 
income). The resulting Suits Index is -.233. 
When renters are factored in--both in terms of income 
and the proportion of their rent assumed to be property 
tax--the property tax becomes more regressive with a Suits 
Index of -.271. See Table 17D. 
Survey data for the Omaha SMSA in 1982 produced a Suits 
Index of -.156. See Table 17E for the data showing that 
those earning less than $15,000 earned 9.7% of the income 
but paid almost twice that proportion or 19.2% of the prop-
erty tax (if Omaha'i rate were applied to all properties in 
the SMSA). 
C. Refuse Collection Fee 
Omaha currently is one of the few cities in the nation 
to rely on federal revenue-sharing to finance its refuse 
collection service. One alternative means of financing 
it,* and thereby raising local revenue, is to charge each 
household a fee. 
The city's current service is extended only to single-
housing units (businesses and apartment houses must 
contract for their own). The tax base, therefore, was 
calculated using the number of single-housing units 
reported in the 1980 Census reduced by the vacancy rate for 
all units. (This, assumes that the vacancy rate for single 
units was the same as apartment buildings.) The result was 
*other alternative methods of financing refuse collec-
tion include the general fund, franchising the operation 
and perhaps even taxing the franchisee, and leaving the 
function entirely to the private sector. 
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an estimate of 88,991 units. The potential revenue from a 
refuse collection fee, therefore, could range upward from 
$1.1 million (based on a $1 per month fee). A $6 monthly 
fee ($72 annually) would raise $6.4 million. See Table 18. 
TABLE 18 
ESTIMATED REVENUE OF RESIDENTIAL 
REFUSE COLLECTION FEE 
Occupied Potential 
Single Annual Estimated 
Residential Units.!/ Fee Revenue 







.2_/ Based on the number of single housing units reported in the 1980 
Census (Table 55 of STFlA) and assuming an equal vacancy rate (Table 
25 of STF1A) for all types of units. 
The imposition of this fee on single residential units 
only obviously means it would be paid entirely by Omaha 
residents. 
The imposition of a fixed fee would result in a quite 
regressive tax as a household with a limited income would 
pay the same fee as a wealthy household. The burden of a 
$72 annual fee is shown in Table 19. For the median house-
hal~ income category of $20,000-$22,500, the burden would 
be .34%, or approximately one-third of 1%. It would be 
almost twice as 
$10,000-$12,500 or 
great a burden for those 
.64%, with calculations based on 
























INDIVIDUAL TAX INCIDENCE RATE 
FOR POTENTIAL RESIDENTIAL REFUSE COLLECTION FEE 
Income Tax Rate 
Category For $72 
Mid-point Annual Fee 
















10s ,ooo.ll1 .07 
.!.1 Estimated by subtracting aggregate household income (based on number in each category multiplied by 
its income mid-point) for all but last income group from total aggregate household income (1980 Census 
Table 70 STF3) and dividing by the number of households in the last income group. 
The Suits Index for the refuse collection fee is -.444, 
indicating the regressive nature of the tax. Table 20 
shows that each income category below $20,000 would earn a 
smaller proportion of total income than the proportion of 
the tax they would pay (e.g., those earning $10,000-$12,499 
would earn 4. 7% of the income but would pay 7. 4% of the 
hypothetical refuse collecti en fees). In contrast, those 
earning $20,000 or more would earn a higher proportion of 
the income than the proportion of the tax they would pay 
(e.g., households earning $40,000-$49,999 would make 9. O% 
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of the income but would pay 5.2% of this tax). All house-
holds earning $12,499 or less cumulatively would earn 13.1% 
of the income but would pay 31.5% of the refuse collection 
fees. 
TABLE 20 
CUMULATIVE TAX INCIDENCE RATE 
(BY INCOME CATEGORY) 
FOR POTENTIAL RESIDENTIAL REFUSE COLLECTION FEE 
Estimated 
Number of Cumulative Cumulative 
Income Number of Single Percent Percent Percent Percent 
Category Households.!/ Householdsl!1 of Income of Tax of Income of Tax 
$ < 2,500 4,671 2,610 .2 2.9 .2 2.9 
2,500·4,999 10,956 6,432 1.8 7.2 2.0 10.1 
5,000-7,499 9,988 6,155 2.7 6.9 4.7 17.0 
7 ,500·9 ,999 9,806 6,329 3.7 7.1 8.4 24.1 
10,000·12,499 9,691 6,539 4.7 7.4 13.1 31.5 
12,500·14,999 9,029 6,347 5.3 7.1 18.4 38.6 
15,000-17,499 9,329 6,830 . 6.5 7.7 24.9 46.3 
. 17,500·19,999 8,177 6,225 6.5 7.0 31.4 53.3 
20,000-22,499 8,470 6,696 7.7 7.5 39.1 60.8 
22,500-24,999 6,658 5,451 6.7 6.1 45.8 66.9 
25,000-27,499' 5,910 5,012 6.6 5.6 52.4 72.5 
27,500·29,999 4,408 3,867 . 5.4 4.4 57.8 76.9 
30,000-34,999 7,132 6,569 9.9 7.4 67.7 84.3 
35,000-39,999 4,687 4,563 7.5 5.1 75.2 89.4 
40,000·49,999 4,712 4,588 9.0 5.2 84.2 94.6 
50,000-74,999 3,415 3,325· 9.1 3.8 93.3 98.4 
75,000+ 1,493 1,454 6.7 1.6 100.0 100.0 
Total 118,532 88,992.£1 
.l!.1Based on Table 68 (STF3A) of 1980 Census data for Omaha. 
121Number of single housing units per income category estimated from regression formula over all Omaha 
census tracts of median income (Table 69 of STF3A) and percent single units (Table 55 of STF1A) adjusted 
by constant proportion to reduce total number to estimate of 88,991. 
SJ Rounding error. 
D. Occupational Privilege Tax 
One of the alternative taxes considered for adoption in 
Omaha is an occupational privilege tax similar to one in 
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Denver. There every employee earning $250 a month ($3,000 
annually) must pay a $2 monthly tax, and every employer 
must pay a $2 monthly tax for each of these employees. 
Governments and other tax-exempt employers do not pay the 
employer portions of the tax. Self-employed individuals 
pay in only one capacity. 
The exact number of employees and employers who would 
be taxed is not known. Estimates of these .numbers were 
made based on a multi-step process summarized as follows: 
1) The number . of Omaha residents working in the city 
in 1980 was given as 121,941 in the 1980 Census. 
2) The number of other Omaha SMSA residents working in 
the city in 1980 was given as 59,090, for a total SMSA work 
force in Omaha of 181,631. 
3) The number of non-SMSA residents working in Omaha 
was estimated as 7~784 on the basis of the 1970 ratio of 
non-SMSA residents working in the city to the Omaha SMSA 
residents working in Omaha. This was 4.3% as calcul.ated 
from the 1970 Census Journey to Work28 data. This resulted 
in an estimated Omaha work force of 188,815. 
4) From national data found in Tables 1, 4, and 6 of 
Money Income of Families and Persons in the United States: 
1979 estimates were that 82.8% of the workers earned at 
least $3,000 per year and therefore were eligible to be 
taxed. 29 
5) Reducing the number of Omaha resident workers 
( 121,941) accordingly resulted in an estimate of 100,967 
taxable Omaha residents. Similarly, reducing the number of 
other SMSA residents who worked ih Omaha (59,090) by the 
same proportion resulted in an estimate of 48,927. All 
non-SMSA workers in Omaha (7,784) were assumed to be 
earning the minimum amount to be taxed, resulting in an 
estimated non-resident taxable work force of 56,711 and a 
total taxable work force of 157,678. 
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6) According to the 1980 Census, 19.6% of all Omaha 
residents worked for the government, were self-employed or 
were unpaid family workers. 
7) An estimate of other employees working for tax-
exempt employers was made using the number of. hospital, 
college, social service, museum, and membership organiza-
tion employees in Douglas County as a proportion of all 
Douglas County workers excluding government workers and 
self-employed. These data were reported in the 1980 
County Business Patterns.3° This estimate was 9.0%. 
8) When the number of taxable Omaha employees (157,678) 
was reduced by the sum of the two proportions (or 28.6%), 
the result was an estimate of 112,582 employees for whom 
employers could be taxed. 
If these estimates and underlying assumptions are 
correct, the occupational privilege tax could be estimated 
at $6.5 million. Approximately one..;fifth (21.0%) of it 
would come ·from non-resident employees. Another 37% would 
be paid by Omaha resident employees, and the remaining 42% 
would come from Omaha employers. See Table 21. 
TABLE 21 
ESTIMATE AND DISTRIBUTION OF REVENUE 
















~/BaSed on estimates using 198D Omaha Census modified by national data drawn from Money 
Income of Families and Persons in the United States: 1979. See text. 
_Q/Based on above calculations and sources as well as 1980 County Business Patterns. See 
text. 
£/Total does not add to 100% because of rounding. 
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A flat-rate tax such as the occupational privilege tax 
is regressive. Its regressivity is reduced by exempting 
those earning less than $3,000 per year. The burden of a 
$24 tax would range downward from a maximum .8% for those 
earning the minimum of $3,000; those earning $100,000 would 
pay only .024% of their income. See Table 22 for tax inci-
dence over a range of income 
households would be paying 
categories. Some families and 
a higher percentage of their 
incomes because two-earner families are common. 
TABLE .22 
INDIVIDUAL TAX INCIDENCE RATE 
FOR POTENTIAL OCCUPATIONAL PRIVILEGE TAX 
Income Tax Rate 
Income Category. For $24 
Category Mid-point Annual Fee 
$ < 2,500 $ 1,250 .0 
2,500-4,999 3,750 .64 
5,000-7,499 6,250 .38 
7,500-9,999 8,750 .27 
10,000-12,499 11,250 .21 
12,500-14,999 13,750 .17 
15,000-17,499 16,250 .15 
17,500-19,999 18,750 .13 
20,000-22,499 21,250' .11 
22,500-24,999 23,750 .10 
25,000-27,499 26,250 .09 
27,500-29,999 28,750 .08 
30,000-34,999 32,500 .07 
35,000-39,999 37,500 .06 
40,000-49,999 45,000 .05 
50,000-74,999 62,500 .04 
75,000+ 105,0oo-"1 .02 
_!/Estimated by subtracting aggregate household (based on number in each category 
multiplied by its income mid-point) for all but last income group from total aggregate 
household income (1980 Census Table 70 STF3) and dividing by the number of households 
in the last income group. 
The Suits Index based on all Omaha households is -.247, 
making the occupational privilege tax less regressive than 
the refuse collection fee which did not exempt any low-
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income households if they lived in single-housing units. 
The occupational privilege tax is more regressive than four 
of the five estimates for the property tax. Table 23 
indicates that income categories below $27,500 (except for 
those earning less than $2,500) would pay a higher propor-
tion of occupational privilege taxes than their proportion 
of earned income. Cumulatively, households earning under 
$27,500 would pay 67.3% of this tax but would account for 
only 52.4% of the income. 
TABLE 23 
CUMULATIVE TAX INCIDENCE RATE 
(BY INCOME CATEGORY) 
FOR POTENTIAL OCCUPATIONAL PRIVILEGE TAX 
Estimated 
Number of Cumulative Cumulative 
Income Number of Eligible Percent Percent Percent Percent 
Category Households.!/ Taxpayersll/ of Income of Tax of Income of Tax 
$ < 2,500 4,671 0 .2 .0 .2 .0 
2,500-4,999 10,956 2,592 1.8 2.6 2.0 2.6 
5,000-7,499 9,988 4,608 2.7 4.6 4.7 7.2 
7,50o-9,999 9,806 5,703 3.7 5.6 8.4 12.8 
10,000-12,499 9,691 6,730 4.7 6.7 13.1 19.5 
12,500-14,999 9,029 7,330 5.3 7.3 18.4 26.8 
15,000-17,499 9,329 8,534 6.5 8.4 24.9 35.2 
17,500-19,999 8,177 8,371 6.5 8.3 31.4 43.5 
20,000-22,499 8,470 9,356 7.7 9.3 39.1 52.8 
22,500-24,999 6,658 7,541 6.7 7.5 45.8 60.3 
25,000-27,499 5,910 7,120 6.6 7.0 52.4 67.3 
27,500-29,999 4,408 5,335 5.4 5.3 57.8 72.6 
30,000-34,999 7,132 9,224 9.9 9.1 67.7 81.7 
35,000·39,999 4,687 6,164 7.5 6.1 75.2 87.8 
40,000·49,999 4,712 6,197 9.0 6.1 84.2 93.9 
50,000-74,999 3,415 4,349 9.1 4.3 93.3 98.2 
75,000+ 1,493 1,812 6.7 1.8 100.0 100.0 
Total 118,532 100,966.£1 
:t,l Based on Table 68 (STF3A) of 1980 Census data for Omaba. 
_Q/ Number of Omaha taxpayers per income category was estimated using data on earners per family house-
holds and earners per non-family households found in Tables 4 and 6, respectively, of Money Income of 
Families and Persons in the United States: 1979; this number was adjusted by a constant proportion to 
reduce total number to estimate of 100,967 Omaha residents who work in Omaha. 
c/R d. - oun mg error. 
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E. Income Tax 
Ten of the 50 cities closest to Omaha in population 
size levy an income tax. In these cities this tax accounts 
for 18.1% to 53.6% of their city's own-source general 
revenue. A similar tax in Omaha could also range widel.y in 
the amount of revenue produced. 
The federal tax liability for Omaha residents in 1981 
was estimated to be $433 million. Therefore, an Omaha 
individual income tax of 1% of the federal tax liability 
would have produced $4.3 millibn, and a 1.5% rate linked to 
the federal retu~n would have produced $6.5 million. See 
Table 24A. This city income tax could be linked to the 
state income tax, which of course is piggybacked to the 
federal. A. tax of 1% of the state individual income tax 
liability (after adding back the food tax credit no longer 
allowed) would have produced $735,959, and a 9% tax would 
have produced $6.6 million. See Table 24B. If the local 
individual income tax covered workers in Omaha regardless 
of their place of residence, even more revenue could be 
raised from these rates. 
Currently the federal and state income taxes are 
progressive. For example, the Suits Index for the federal 
income tax paid by Nebraskans is +.243. Each AGI income 
category.under $30,000 paid a smaller proportion in taxes 
than the proportion that group earned in AGI. For example, 
returns with $10,000-$14,999 AGI accounted for 11.5% of AGI 
but only 7.2% of the taxes paid. Cumulatively, those with 
less than $25,000 AGI accounted for 49.2% of the income but 
only 33.2% of the tax. See Table 25A. 
Data based on state individual income tax returns for 
Douglas County in 1981 indicate a progressive tax with a 
Suits Index of +.071. (The lower index is, in part, 
related to the number and distribution of the data points). 
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TABLE 24 
ESTIMATED REVENUE FROM INCOME TAX 

















-~/Data for Douglas County 1981 multiplied by proportion of aggregate -Douglas 
County household income from Omaha according to 1980 Census data (Table 70 of 
STF3A). 
Source: Nebraska Department of Revenue. 
B) Based on State Tax Liabili!I 
Percent of 
State Tax State Tax Estimated 
Liability.!/ Liability Revenue 






• :E::..I State tax liability includes state tax liability plus food tax credit for Douglas 
County 1981 multiplied by proportion of aggregate Douglas County household 
income from Omaha according to 1980 Census data (Table 70 of STF3A). 
Source: Nebraska Department of Revenue. 
See Table 25B. The state tax rate in 1981 (with food tax 
credits for those even without any tax liability) as a 
percent of AGI ranged upward from .33% for those with less 
than $6,000 AGI. Those with AGI between $18,000 and 




CUMULATIVE TAX INCIDENCE RATE FOR INCOME TAX 
A) Estimate Based on Federal Income Tax for Nebraska Residents, 1980 
Cumulative Cumulative 
Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of 
AGI Income Tax Income Tax 
$ < 5,000 1.2 .4 1.2 .4 
5 ,000-9,999 9.1 3.7 10.3 4.1 
10,000-14,999 11.5. 7.2 21.8 11.3 
15,000-19,999 13.2 9.8 35.0 21.1 
20,000-24,999 14.2 12.1 49.2 33.2 
25,000-29,999 12.8 11.4 62.0 44.6 
30,000·49,999 24.2 27.8 86.2 72.4 
50,000·99,999 8.7 14.6 94.9 87.0 
100,000+ 5.1 ll.O 100.0 100.0 
B) Estimate Based on State Income Tax for Douglas County residents, 1981 
Cumulative Cumulative 
Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of 
Federal AGI Income Tax Income Tax 
$ < 6,000 4.5 .7 4.5 .7 
6,000-11,999 7.6 4.5 12.1 5.2 
12,000-17,999 9.7 8.1 21.8 13.3 
18,000-29,999 23.2 22.9 45.0 36.2 
30,000+ 55.0 63.8 100.0 100.0 
TABLE 26 
INDIVIDUAL TAX INCIDENCE RATE FOR INCOME TAX 
Federal AGI Stare 
Range Mid-point Tax Rate_£/ 
$ <6,000 $ 3,000 .33% 
6,000-11,999 9,000 1.23 
12,000-17,999 15,000 1.72 
18,000-29,999 24,000 2.03 
30,000 + 62,900.!1 2.40 
_.2:/ Total income estimated by subtracting Federal AGI (based on number in e·ach category 
multiplied by income mid~point of category) for four lowest income groups from total 
AGI for Douglas County (1981) and dividing by the number of returns in categorv. 
_Q/ Total state ~ax liability (after food tax credit) divided by total AGI. . 
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F. Salaries and Wages Tax 
An alternative to an income tax based on all earnings 
is a tax based solely on earnings from salaries and wages. 
In its simplest form it could be a single proportionate 
rate .applied to all salaries and wages without any con-
sideration given to the characteristics of the taxpayers 
(i.e., no exemptions based on family size or charac-
teristics such as age or disability) or to deductions. It 
could also be a more complicated tax taking these factors 
into consideration and/or varying rates for different 
levels of income. 
The Bureau of Economic Analysis of the u.s. Department 
of Commerce3 2 estimated the total salaries and wages paid 
to those working in Douglas County in 1981 as $3.5 
billion. Omaha salaries and wages were estimated to be 
$3.2 billion or 90.8% of that amount, based on data about 
place of work for SMSA residents from the 1980 Census and 
an estimate of non-SMSA workers based on the 1970 Census 
Journey to Work data. 
Given the large salary and wage base in Omaha, a rela-
tively low tax rate could raise a large amount of revenue. 
A .1% tax rate would have yielded $3.2 million and a 1% 
rate would have yielded $31.9 million. See Table 27. 
TABLE 27 
ESTIMATE OF REVENUE FROM TAX ON SALARIES AND WAGES 
Estimate of SalarieS and Wages paid in Omaha·S/ 
$3,193,305,000 








..!I Estimate of wages and salaries in Douglas County in 1981 (from Table 5 of Regional Economics 
Information System, Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Department of Commerce) multiplied by 
90.8%, the proportion of Douglas County workers working in Omaha in 1969 (from 1970 Census 
journey to Work). 
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More than one-third (35.4%) of it would come from non-
residents of Omaha. 
A single proportional-rate tax (e.g., 1%) on salaries 
and wages earned is actually a slightly regressive tax as 
those with higher incomes rely less on salaries and wages 
as their source of income. Table 28 (column 3) indicates 
that 94% of the adjusted gross income of those with an AGI 
under $3,000 comes from salaries and wages. This propor-
tion drops to 71% for those with an AGI of $50,000-99,999 
and to 51% for those with an AGI of over $100,000. The 
Suits Index based· on the data in Table 28A is -. 038. If 
the lowest income group (less than $3,000 AGI) is excluded 
from the salaries and wages tax, the tax is Iess regressive 
with a Suits Index of -. 027. Increasing the exclusion to 
under $5,000 reduces the regressivity still further and the 
Suits Index becomes -.010. An estimate using IRS tax data 
for· Nebraskans indicates a similar conclusion--i.e., 
slightly regressive (Suits Index of -.057) because of 
declining reliance on salaries and wages by higher income 
groups. 
F. Selective Sales Taxes 
Although the city's sales tax is currently piggybacked 
onto the state's, the city c~uld try to convince the state 
to broaden the coverage of that tax statewide or at least 
permit broader coverage within Omaha. The greater coverage 
might be in the form of extending the tax to areas not now 
covered--e.g., real estate sales or services--or charging 
an additional rate on some currently taxed sales--e.g., 
restaurant meals. 
A small number of cities currently use a sales tax on 
real estate transactions, and this is a possibility for 
Omaha. In 1982 real estate sales in Douglas County totaled 
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TABLE 28 
CUMULATIVE TAX INciDENCE FOR TAX ON SALARIES AND WAGES 
A) Estimate Based on National Data 
Salary and 
Wages as Cumulative Cumulative 
Per:cent of Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of 
AGI AGI AGIJ!/ Tax111 Income Tax 
$ 1-2,999 1.2 94.0 1.3 1.2 1.3 
3,000-4,999 1.9 84.5 1.9 3.1 3.2 
5,000-9,999 8.4 81.9 8.3 11.5 11.5 
10,000-14,999 10.9 84.6 11.1 22.4 22.6 
15,000-19,999 11.9 87.2 12.5 34.3 35.1 
20,000-24,000 12.6 88.4 13.5 46.9 48.6 
25·,ooo-29,999 11.4 89.1 12.3 58.3 60.9 
30,000-49,999 25.1 86.9 26.3 83.4 87.2 
50,000-99,999 10.2 71.0 8.8 93.6 96.0 
100,000+ 6.4 51.2 4.0 100.0 100.0 
J!./ Source: Internal Revenue Service, Statistics of Income 1980: Individual Income Tax Returns (1982) 
(Table 1.3). 
_Q/ Assumes a single percentage rate tax based on salaries and wages. 
B) Estimate Based on Nebra.ska Data 
Salary and 
Wages as Cumulative Cumulative 
Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of 
AGI AGI AGI_i!/ Tax_Q/ Income Tax 
$ 15,000 21.8 89.6 24.9 21.8 24.9 
15,000-19,999 13.2 84.3 14.2 35.0 39.1 
20,000-24,999 14.2 76.2 13.7 49.2 52.8 
25,000-29,999 12.8 85.2 14.0 62.0 66.8 
30,000-49,999 24.2 78.1 24.0 86.2 90.8 
50,000-99,999 8.7 55.0 6.1 94.9 96.9 
100,000+ 5.1 48.0 3.1 100.0 100.0 
E:..l Source: Intemai Revenue Service, Statistics of Income 1980: Individual Income Tax RetUrns (1982) 
(Table 4.4). 
_Q/ Assumes a single percentage rate tax based on salaries and wages. 
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$236.6 million. Table 29 indicates estimated revenue from 
varying tax rates. A 1% tax would have raised approxi-
mately $2.4 million. Most of the property sales were 
residential, with approximately 80% of sales value stemming 
from single-family homes. 
TABLE 29 
ESTIMATE AND DISTRIBUTION OF REVENUE 
FROM REAL ESTATE TRANSFER TAX 
Estimated Revenue (in thousands) 
Based on Potential Tax Rates of 
1982 Sales .5% 1% 1.5% 
Residential property $188,648,097 $ 943 $1,886 $2,830 
Multi-family residential property 23,201,659 116 232 348 
Commercial and industrial property 24,795,183 124 248 372 







Some consideration has been given to extending the 
state sales tax to services. Two bills to accomplish this 
were considered in the 1983 session of the Nebraska 
Legislature. The fiscal notes prepared by the legislative 
fiscal analyst for these bills served as the ·bases for 
estimates of revenue that Omaha would receive from being 
permitted to extend its sales tax coverage to services. 
LB 1'0 excluded medical services from this broader 
coverage. The fiscal note estimated a $36.3 gain in state 
tax revenue. Since Omaha accounted for 42.4% of service 
industry sales according to the 1977 Census of Service 
Industries, 32 approximately $15.4 million of this addi-
tional sales tax revenue would be collected in Omaha. 
Since the city's sales tax rate is 1.5% and the state's 
rate at the time of these estimates was 3. 5%, 30% of this 
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additional revenue would be Omaha's. 
million. See Table 30. 
This equals $4.6 
An alternate method relies on the estimate of $5.1 
million additional revenue for cities with their own sales 
taxes. Since Omaha's collections in 1981 represented 70.4% 
of city sales taxes in Nebraska, $3.6 million would be 
an alternate estimate of Omaha's revenue from a sales tax 
on services excluding medical. 
LB 47 extended sales ·tax coverage to all services 
including medical. The legislative fiscal analyst 
estimated $72.82 million revenue increase at the state 
level. If this increase is divided between non-medical 
(using the data from the analysis of LB 10) and medical 
expenditures, and if the proportion of health service 
expenditures occurring in Douglas County reported in 1981 
County Business Patterns34 .is used for calculations, then 
the estimate for Omaha would be $9.8 million in additional 
revenue from a sales tax on all services. (Since not all 
Douglas County health service expenditures are in Omaha, 
this is a slight over-estimate.) 
An alternate estimate using Omaha's current proportion 
of all returned city sales taxes and the fiscal analyst's 
estimate for all cities would be $7.2 million. 
An estimate of the regressivity tOf the sales tax 
extended to include services was not calculated since 
expenditures for services by income were not available. 
Unavailability of data also precluded making estimates of 
the distribution of the tax burden. 
Another potential area for increased sales tax revenue 
is an additional tax on restaurant meals. Several cities 
that have a general sales tax place a higher rate on 
restaurant meals. In Omaha, a doubling of the city's rate 
on meals could produce 
derived from the fact 
$3.6 million. This estimate was 
that grocery food sales--recently 
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TABLE 30 
ESTIMATED REVENUE OF SALES TAX ON SERVICES 
A) Based on estimates of state revenue for LB 10 (excludes medical services)J!./ 
Estimated Percentage 
State of Sales 
Revenue in Omaha 
$36.3 million 42.4%.!2/ 































$36.3 million (non-medical)E-.1 







D) Based on estimate of city revenue for LB 4 7 .4! 
Omaha's 
Percentage 
of Sales Tax 
Estimated Revenue 
City Returned 
Revenue to Cities 


















.2::_/ Calculations based on Fiscal Note for LB 10 in the 1983 session of the Nebraska Legislature 
_Q/ Based on 1977 Census of Service Industries: Nebraska 
.s;_! Based on 1981 data in Nebraska Department of Revenue 1981 Annual Report 
..QI Calculations based on Fiscal Note for LB 47 in the 1983 session of the Nebraska Legislature 












exempted by the state--were expected to produce $6 million 
in revenue. This would represent $400 million in sales. 
The 1977 Census of Retail Trade3 5 indicates that in Omaha 
the ratio of sales by eating and drinking places to sales 
by food stores is .599. Based on this ratio, restaurant 
meals were estimated at $239.6 million. See Table 31. 
This may be a conservative estimate since meals eaten at 
hotel and motel restaurants and bars or department store 
restaurants are not included as sales by eating and 
drinking places in the Census of Retail Trade. A study 
estimated food sales at hotels and motels at 8.5% of those 
at eating and drinking places.36 . 
TABLE 31 
ESTIMATED REVENUE FROM MEALS TAX 
Estimated Meal Expenditures 
$239 ,6oo,ooo.!!1 












.,!I Estimate of meal expenditures was based on an estimate of $400,000,000 in food store 
sales (which was based on the estimate of·$6,000,000 lost revenue due to repeal of Omaha's 
1.5% sales tax on food) multiplied by .599, the ratio of Omaha eating and drinking place 
sales to Omaha food store sales, according to the 1977 Census of Retail Trade. These 
estimates do not take into consideration that all food store sales are not food sales and 
that not all meals are purchased in establishments classified as eating and drinking places. 
A tax on restaurant meals would be partially 
exported--i.e. , non-residents would be the source of some 
The United States Travel Data Center37 of this revenue. 
estimated that the 
County in 1981 was 
value 
$408 
of travel and tourism in Douglas 
million and that 31.7% of that 
amount or $129.3 million was spent in eating and drinking 
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places. Since 90.1% of the sales in eating and drinking 
places in Douglas County occurred in Omaha, according to 
the 1977 data, Omaha's estimated share of tourists' and 
travelers' meals is $116.5 million. This represents 48.6% 
of the total estimated expenditures on meals in Omaha.* 
Some of these expenditures are also exported via business 
expenses and deductions on individual and corporate income 
tax returns. 
Data on expenditures on meals away from home indicate 
some regressiveness for any tax based on meals. For 
example, the Bureau of Labor Statistics in their budgets 
for urban families3 8 indicates the proportion spent on food 
away from home was greater for. a low budget. ( 4. 4% of a 
$13,806 budget) than for an intermediate budget (3.8% of 
a $22,504 budget). However, a high budget ($33,567) had 
the highest proportion ( 4. 6%). At these levels, the tax 
incidence rates would be .066% for the low budget, .057% 
for the. intermediate, and .069% for the high budget. 
Other data indicate that money spent on eating meals 
away from home increases with income but at a declining 
rate. This would make a meals tax a slightly regressive 
measure. A national survey conducted for the Department of 
Agriculture in 1977-78 indicated the elasticity for expen-
diture for food away from home was .81--i.e., for every 10% 
increase (or decrease) in income there was an 8.1% increase 
(or decrease) in dining out expenditures.39 See Table 32 
for incidences using these data. 
Use of these data to estimate regressivity of the meals 
tax resulted in a Suits Index of. -.059, indicating a 
slightly regressive tax. 
income and tax. 
See Table 33 for comparisons of 
*A source of error in this estimate is that estimates 
of lodging expenditures by tourists in Douglas County were 
37.6% higher than actual. This may represent an error in 




INDIVIDUAL TAX INCIDENCE RATE 
FOR MEALS TAX 
Income Estimate of Additional 
Income Category Expenditure Tax 
Category Mid~point on Meals.-2.1 Ratell/ 
$ < 2,500 $ 1,250 $ 196 .235% 
2,500-4,999 3,750 304 .122 
5,000-7,499 6,250 412 .o99 
7,500-9,999 8,750 521 .089 
10,000-12,499 11,250 630 .084 
12,.500-14,999 13,750 738 .081 
15,000-17,499 16,250 847 .078 
17,500-19,999 18,750 956 .076 
20,000-22,499 21,250 1,065 .075 
22,500-24,999 23,750 1,173 .074 
25,000-27,499 26,250 1,282 .073 
27,500-29,99.9 28,750 1,390 .073 
30,000-34,999 32,500 1,553 .072 
35,000-39,999 37,500 1,771 .071 
40,000-49,999 45,000 2,096 .070 
50,000-74,999 62,500 2,857 .069 
75,000+ 105 ,ooo.£.1 4,703 .067 
~1 Based on 1977-78 survey showing an elasticiry of .8139 (i.e., a change of 10% from the 
average income results in an 8.139% change in the average spent on food away from home). 
Averages were $14,199 income and $758 on food away from home. 
lJI Based on 1.5% additional sales tax . 
.£/Estimated by subtracting aggregate household income (based on number in each category 
multiplied by its income mid~point) for all but last income group from total aggregate house· 
hold income (1980 Census Table 70 STF3) and dividing by the number of households in the 
last income group. 
H. Horse Racing Revenue 
In 1982, 1,006,636 people bet $115,941,609 during the 
66-ctay racing season at Ak-Sar-Ben. The general manager of 
the track predicted attendance for the 85-day/1983 seas6n 
at 1,275,000 and estimated the handle (the amount bet) at 
$144 million. 40 
Several methods could be used by the city to tax this 
potential revenue source. 
(or an extra sales tax 
One is a special admissions tax 
on admissions to entertainment 
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throughout. the city). Another is a city pari-mutuel 
a share of. 
tax, 
the and a third alternative is to 
breakage (which is the difference 
tionate share of the pari-mutuel 
receive 
between the exact proper-
pool and the pay-off of 
bets at the next lowest dime-interval). 
TABLE 33 
CUMULATIVE TAX INCIDENCE RATE. FOR MEALS TAX 
Cumulative Cumulative 
Income Percent Percent Percent Percent 
Category of Income ofTax-"'1 of Income of Tax 
$ < 2,500 .2 .8 .2 .8 
2,500-4,999 1.8 2.8 2.0 3.6 
5,000-7,499 2.7 3.5 4.7 7.1 
7,500-9,999 3.7 4.3 8.4 11.4 
10,000-12,499 4.7 5.2 13.1 16.6 
12,500-14,999 5.3 5.6 18.4 22.2 
15,000-17,499 6.5 6.7 24.9 28.9 
17,500-19,999 6.5 6.6 31.4 35.5 
20,000-22,499 7.7 7.6 39.1 43.1 
22,500-24,999 6.7 6.6 45.8 49.7 
25,000-27,499 6.6 6.4 52.4 56.1 
27,500-29,999 5.4 5.2 57.8 61.3 
30,000-34,999 9.9 9.3 67.7 70.6 
35,000-39,999 7.5 7.0 75.2 77.6 
40,000-49,999 9.0 8.3 84.2 85.9 
50,000-74,999 9.1 8.2 93.3 94.1 
75,000+ 6.7 5:9 100.0 100.0 
~I The amount of money spent on food was estimated on the basis of an elasticity of .8139 (i.e., a 10% 
change from the average income resulted in 8.139% change from the average spent for food away from 
home). Averages were based. on data from a 1977-78 survey on food consumption reported in: Impact of 
Household Size and Income on- Food Spending Patterns. Household size was assumed to be constant. 
If the city had instituted a 25¢ admission fee similar 
to the fee added to tickets for events at its own facili-
ties (e.g., Rosenblatt Stadium, Orpheum Theatre, Civic 
Auditorium), the Ak-Sar-Ben races would have produced 
approximately $319,000. If the city had a fee equal to the 
state's ( 30¢), it would have produced approximately 
$382,000. 
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A more productive revenue measure would be for the city 
to share in the "take," i.e., the share of the bets not 
returned to bettors. 
bets and 16% on the 
doubles). The state's 
track receives 5%, and 
Currently this 
exotic bets 
is 15% on standard 
pari-mutuel 
the horse 
(exactas and daily 
tax is 5%, the race 
owners receive 5% in 
purses. The extra 1% on exotic bets goes to Nebraska horse 
breeders. 
Data available for 1979 on the take at other tracks in 
the nation indicate that among those with a total or daily 
handle as large or larger than Ak-Sar-Ben, 83% had a larger 
total take and 67% had a larger government take. 41 The 
average government take for the total of 110 .tracks that 
year was 5.06%, and the average total take was 17.36%. See 
Table 34. 
TABLE 34 
GOVERNMENT AND TOTAL TAKE AT HORSE RACE TRACKS, 1979 
A) Large Tracksll1 
Government take 
Total take 



















_!l/ Tracks in 1979 wirh total handle or daily handle larger rhan Ak·Sar·Ben . 






Source: National Association of Horsemen's Benevolent and Protective ASsociation, 1979 Racing 
Statistics: Major and Minor Tracks. 
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If the city had imposed a 1% pari-mutuel tax, it would 
have resulted in $1,440,000 this year. 
Another source of revenue at Ak-Sar-Ben is sharing in 
the breakage. In most states breakage is retained by the 
tracks and/or horse owners, but in several states the 
government receives a share that ranges from 20% in one to 
100% in four including California, Florida, and Illinois 
(which also have higher state government takes than 
Nebraska). 42 
The breakage at Ak-Sar-Ben averaged 1% in 1977-1979. 
At that rate, in 1983 it will total $1,440,000. Table 35 
indicates the share Omaha could receive under rates 
currently applicable in other states. 
TABLE 35 
ESTIMATED REVENUE FROM RACING SOURCES 
Estimated 
Potential Potential 
Estimated 1983 Ak-Sar-Ben. Attendance.2:../ Fee Revenue 




Estimated 1983 Ak-Sar-Ben Handle-"'1 Tax Rate Revenue 






Estimated 198 3 Ak-Sar-Ben Breakage.!!/ Tax Rate.£1 Revenue 





..!1Estimate by Dick Becker, Ak-Sar-Ben general manager; Omaha World Herald, May 2, 1983. 
_Q/Estimated by using average breakage-to-handle ratio for 1977-1979 of 1% . 
.s/ According to 1979 data in Facts and Figures on Government Finance, the breakage to 
government is 20% in one state, 25% in one state, 33.3% in one state, SO% in three states, 
100% in four states; other states receive none. 
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A study of gambling43 indicated that the proportion of 
persons gambling at race tracks increased with income but 
that the average amount bet was greatest among those in the 
middle income range. In general, pari-mutuel betting as a 
governmental revenue source is regressive, with a Suits 
Iridex of -.194. See Table 36. 
TABLE 36 
INCIDENCE OF RACE TRACK BETTING AND 
CUMULATIVE TAX INCIDENCE RATE 
Average Average CumUlative 
Percent Annual Annual Percent _ Percent Percent 
Income Betting Bet Per Bet Per of of of 
Category at Track~/ ' Bettor~/ Capita~/ Income Bets Income 
$ < 5,000 8.7 $185.50 $15.85 3.9 6.3 3.9 
5 ,000-9,999 15.5 293.51 45.49 13.5 20.5 17.4 
10,000-14,999 11.2 395.75 44.32 20.9 18.6 38.3 
15,000-19,999 17.2 577.48 99.33 20.5 29.2 58.8 
20,000-29,999 20.9 294.20 61.49 22.9 14.2 81.7 











~I Incidence of race track betting data from: Gambling in America: Final Report. · 
_QI Income distribution based on 1974 data in Table 2 of Money Income of Households, Families, and Persons in the 
United States' 1980. 
I. Summary 
Each of the revenue measures analyzed in this report is 
capable of raising millions of dollars for Omaha city 
government. Only the income tax is a progressive tax with 
higher rates for higher income levels. The refuse collec-
tion fee--with a fixed rate affecting all renters and 
owners of single-family units and households--is the most 
regressive.* See Table 1 on page 5 in the Executive 
Summary. 
*The meals tax and racing revenue measures involve 
discretionary expenditures, and regressivity, therefore, 
may take on different economic and political significance. 
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Several of the revenue measures would fall largely on 
Omahans while others are well-suited to spread the tax to 
non-residents. The property tax, refuse collection fee, 
and real estate transfer tax would fall largely on Omahans. 
The occupational privilege tax and earnings tax on salaries 
and wages would include non-resident workers in Omaha. 
Non-residents would also be subject to the meals tax and 
would pay a high proportion of increased racing revenue. 
The income tax could be limited to Omaha residents, or it 
could be extended through the use of withholding to those 
who work in Omaha and live elsewhere. 
The refuse collection fee and racing revenue measures 
would be limited to individuals, and the meals tax would be 
paid largely by individuals. An income tax most likely 
would be limited to individuals. The property tax, occupa-
tional privilege tax, and real estate transfer would be 
shared by businesses, and therefore the initial burden 
would not fall completely on individual taxpayers and 
voters. 
How important these criteria are compared to the other 
criteria used to evaluate revenue sources is for the 
political decision-makers to determine. Their actions will 
be ultimately judged by the electorate. 
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A service charge is a fee imposed upon the user of a service provided by the city. 
Generally a service charge can be levied when the service can be measured and sold in 
marketable units and the user can be identified. The rationale behind service charges is 
that certain services are primarily for the benefit of individuals rather than the general 
public. Thus the individual benefiting from a service should pay the cost of that service. 
Service charges differ from license and permit fees in that the latter are designed to 
reimburse the city for costs related to regulatory activities. Service charges, on the other 
hand, are imposed to support services to individuals. 
No statutory authority is required for a city to levy service charges although in some 
cases statutes do specifically authorize the charging of fees. A fee may be increased or a 
new fee levied only by ordinance or resolution and only after a public meeting_ is held as a 
part of a regularly scheduled meeting of the city council. Persons who have requested 
that they be advised of any such public meeting must be notified in advance. 
Certain limitations are placed on a city's ability to set service charges above the actual 
cost of providing the service. Section 50078 of the Government Code provides provides 
that fees for sewer permits, building inspections, building permits, planning services, 
processing maps, and administering other aspe·cts of the Subdivision Map Act (Government 
Code section 66410) must not exceed the estimated reasonable cost of providing the 
service unless approved by two-thirds of the voting electorate. A city's ability to set 
other service charges above the cost of providing the service is subject to the unresolved 
question ofwhat constitutes a "special tax" as the term is used in Article XIII-A of the 
Constitution. If the amount of the service charge which exceeds the cost of the service is 
judicially interpreted to be a "special tax," then such a service charge may only be 
imposed with the approval of two-thirds of the voting electors te. In any case, the amount 
by which a se.rvice charge exceeds the cost of providing the service is subject to the 
appropriations limitations of Article Xlli-B of the Constitution. 
The following is a partial list of service charges utilized by cities in California. 
List of Service Charges 
PARK &: RECREATION 
CLUBHOUSE CONCESSIONS 
SWIMMING POOL FEES 
ITEMS FOR RESALE 
RECREATION ADMISSIONS 
PARK FEES 
GOLF GREEN FEES 
GOLF MEMBERSHIP FEES 
GOLF CART FEES 
DRIVING RANGE FEES 
RACQUETBALL FEES 
RECREATION FACILITY RENTAL 
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TRIP FEES 
MUSEUM EDUCATION TUITION CHARGE 
PICNIC RESERVATIONS 
MARINA OPERATIONS/CONCESSIONS 
VETERANS MEMORIAL RENTAL 
LECTURE &: WORKSHOP FEES 
SENIOR CITIZENS TRIP CHARGES 
PARENT PAYMENTS/CHILD CARE 
COMMUNITY GARDEN FEES 
STAFF SHIRTS 
TEEN/TRIPS&: SPECIAL ACTIVITIES 
1-------------------
VENDING MACE;i•IE REVENUE 
ZOO ADMISSIONS 
ART GALLERY ADMISSIONS 
DAY CAMP FEES 








MEN'S SOFTBALL . 
GIRL'S LEAGUE SPORTS 








TUMBLING & GYM 
HAW AllAN DANCE 
SCULPTURE 
KARATE 





SLIM & TRIM 
WOMEN'S LEAGUE ACTIVITIES 
CREATIVE DANCE 
KUNG FU 
DOG OBEDIENCE TRAINING 
TENNIS RESERVATION FEES 
TENNIS INSTRUCTION 
EQUIPMENT RENTAL 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
PUBLIC SAFETY SERVICES 
ANIMAL SHELTER FEES & CHARGES 
SPECIAL POLICE PROTECTION FEES 
CIVIL SUBPOENA FEES 
PARAMEDIC SERVICE CHARGE 
FALSE ALARM FEES 
FIRE TRAINING FEES 
SPECIAL FIRE SERVICES FEE 
FIRE INSPECTION FEES 
FIRE REPORT FEE 
ACCIDENT REPORT COPIES 
INSURANCE REPORT COPIES 
FINGERPRINT FEE 
BURGLAR ALARM SERVICE 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
PUBLIC WORKS 
STREET NAME SIGNS 
CLEARING VACANT LOTS FEE 
REPAIRING STREETS FEE 
STREET TREE CHARGES 
STREET LIGHT CHARGE 
WATER TAPS & CONNECTIONS FEE 
FIRE HYDRANT CONNECTIONS FEE 
FIRE HYDRANT RENTAL 
SEWER CONNECTION CHARGE 
SEWER SUBTRUNK EXTENSION CHARGE 
SEWER SERVICE CHARGE 
PLUMBING PERMIT 
STREET SWEEPING CHARGES 
REFUSE COLLECTION CHARGES 
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WEED CONTROL/CLEANING CHARGES 
STREET REPAIR FEES 
REFUSE COMMERCIAL W"AIVER FEES 
REFUSE EXTRA HAULING CHARGES 
REFUSE SALVAGE PRIVILEGES 
REFUSE DISPOSAL FEE 
STORM DRAIN FEES 
ACREAGE DRAINAGE FEES 
PROPERTY MAINTENANCE- DEMOLITION 
STREET STRIPING CHARGES 
SIGNAL MAINTENANCE CHARGES 
LAWN & GARDEN SERVICE CHARGES 
BARRICADE RENTAL & REPAIR 
GENERAL/MISCELLANEOUS 
COPYING FEES 
UTILITY ACCOUNT SERVICE CHARGE 
AIRPORT LANDING FEES 
AIRCRAFT TIE-DOWN FEES 
MISCELLANEOUS AIRPORT RENTAL 
DIAL-A-RIDE FEES 
BUS PASSENGER REVENUE 
COMMUTER BOOKS 
MONTHLY BUS PASSES 
MARRIAGE LICENSE FEE 
PASSPORT FEE 
LIBRARY FINES 
RADIO REPAIR SERVICES 
LIBRARY FILM USER CHARGE 
LIBRARY SALE OF BOOKS 
LIBRARY USE FEE 
COMPUTER LEASE 
ELECTION SERVICE FEE 
ABANDONED VEHICLE ABATEMENT 
CEMETERY FEES & CHARGES 
ARCHIVE REVIEW BOARD FEES 
FLEET MANAGEMENT INTERNAL SERVICE CHARGES 
RISK MANAGEMENT INTERNAL SERVICE CHARGES 
SOLICITATION PERMITS 
ORDINANCES- SALE OF 
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F. Survey of Fees and Charges Among Massachusetts Cities and Towns from: 
University of Massachusetts Cooperative Extension Service, 
Using User Fees: A Guide for Massachusetts Cities and Towns 
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Survey of Fees and Charges 
Among Massachusetts Cities and Towns 
In the summer of 1981 a questionnaire was sent to 
Massachusetts cities and towns asking them to identify 
those servi es r which they levied a fee or char e. 
Eighty municipalities returned t e questionnaire, and 
their responses are presented on the following pages. 
For almost every service identified in the question-
naire, some city or town somewhere was charging a fee. 
Aside from this uniformity, no clear pattern emerged. 
The responses show wide variation among cities and 
towns in their use of fees and charges. 
We wondered whether a municipality's use of fees 
and charges was related to such factors as management 
resources or wealth. Therefore, statistical tests were 
conducted to determine whether a relationship existed 
between a municipality's use of fees and four municipal 
characteristics: population, wealth (expressed as 
equalized property valuation per capita), whether the 
community was in an urban or rural area, and whether 
towns employed a town manager or other assistant to 
the Board of Selectmen. Generally speaking, no clear 
relationship was found between a municipality's use of 
fees and charges and the four communi tv characterist~cs 
identified. The only possible exception occurred for 
towns employing a town manager or other assistant to 
the Board of Selectmen, where a significant statistical 
relationship occurred for approximately 200Jo of munici-
pal services. That is, for 200Jo of municipal services, 
towns with town managers levied charges significantly 
more often than did towns without town managers. 
Survey: Use of Fees and Charges in Massachusetts Cities and Towns* 
SERVICE 
Police Protection 
Number of Cities/Towns 
Charging Fee 
Special patrol service fees ..................... 25 
Parking fees and charges ...................... 16 
Payments for extra police service 
at stadiums, theaters, etc . ..................... 62 
Accident/Insurance reports .................... 65 
Dog Officer, care of animals ............... · .... 63 
Transportation 
Subway and bus fares ......................... 2· 
Bridge tolls ..... : . .....................•... 0 
Landing and departure fees ..................... I 
Hangarrenta!s .............................. 0 
Concession rentals . ......................... . 1 
Parking meter receipts ........................ 8 
Health and Hospitals 
Inoculation charges .......................... 8 
X-ray charges .............................. 0 
Hospital charges, including per diem 
rates and service charges . . . . . . . . ............ . 1 
Ambulance charges ......................... 36 
Concession rentals . .................. ,. ...... . 0 
SERVICE 
Nursing fees- visiting nurse, 
Number of Gties(rowns 
Ch;ugiilg Fee 
physical therapy ........................... 18 
Education 
Charges for books ........................... 6 
Charges for gymnasium uniforrris or 
special equipment ........................... 5 
Concession rentals . .. · ........................ S 
Non-resident student tuition ................... 39 
School lunch ............................. 61 
Library 
Late book fees ............................ 55 
Recreation 
Greens fees: ............................... 2 
Parking charges ............................. 8 
Concession rentals ........................... 8 
Admission fees or charges ..................... 12 
Permit charges for tennis courts, etc ............... 13 
Charges for specific recreation services . ............ 21 
Picnic stove fees ............................ 0 
Stadium gate tickets .......................... 5 
"These data represent only the eighty cities and towns responding to the Survey, 
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SERVICE 
Number of Qties/Towns 
Charging Fee 
Stadium club fees ........................... 0 
Park development charges ...................... 2 
Swimming pools ........................... 12 
General Government 
Treasurer's fees ......................... _ ... 34 
Collector's fees ............................ 63 
Town Clerk fees ........................... 67 
Sewerage 
Sewerage system fees ........................ 30 
Other Public Utility Operations 
Water meter permits .......................... 14 
Water services charges . ....................... 49 
Electricity rates . .................. , .......... . 6 
Public telephone commission ................... I 0 
Sanitation 
Domestic and Commercial trasl\ colle~tion fees ....... 14 
Industrial waste charges .......•............... 3 
Recycling ................................. 5 
Sanitary Landf!ll ............................ 28 
Housing, Neighborhood, and Commercial Development 
Certificates of inspections ..................... 51 
Street tree fees . ............ ~ ...... : . ....... . 4 
Tract map filing fees ........................ I 0 
Street-lighting installations ..................... 8 
Convention center revenues: 
event charges ............................. 0 
scoreboard fees ................•....... · .... 0 
hall and meeting room leases .......•........... 3 
concessions . .............................. 0 
Rental of public buildings ..................... 41 
Commodity Sales 
Salvage materials . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I 0 
Sales of maps .............. · ............... 46. 
Sales of codes ............................. 36 
Licenses and Fees 
Advertising vehicle ............. · .•........... .4 
Alcoholic beverage licenses .................... 72 
Amusements (ferris wheels, etc.) ................ 17 
Billiard and pool ........................... 29 
Bowling alley ............................. 22 
Building Permits: 
Buildings, plumbing, electrical, gas .............. 76 
C>ble T.V ................................ 13 
SERVICE 
Circus and carnival. ......... . 
Number of Cities/Towns 
Charging Fee 
............... 12 
Coal dealers .................... , .......... 2 
Commercial combustion. , .................... . 3 
Sale of dairy products ...................... .40 
Dances ................................. 16 
Dog tags ................................ 71 
Duplicate dog tags .......................... 43 
Electrician-first class ......................... 8 
Electrician-second class ........................ 5 
F oat peddler ..... · ........................ 17 
Heating equipment contractors ................. . 5 
Junk dealer .............................. 44 
Loading zone permit ......................... I 
Lumber dealer ............................. 3 
Marriage ................................ 60 
Massage license ............................ 28 
Motel license ......................... , ... 28 
Pawnbrokers ............................... 7 
Pistol permits ............................. 70 
Plumbers-first class ......................... 18 
Plumbers-second class .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 
Pest eradicator ......................... : .. .4 
Poultry dealer. ............................. 5 
Produce dealer-itinerant ...................... . 5 
Pushcart . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . II 
Restaurant ............................... 57 
Rooming house and hotel ..................... 34 
Secondhand dealer. ......................... 32 
Secondhand auto dealer ...................... 54 
Sign inspection ............................ 22 
Solicitation .............................. 14 
Sunday entertainment .... · ................... 47 
Swimming pool ............................ 19 
Taxi ................................... 30 
Taxi transfer license .................. · ....... I 0 
Taxi driver .................... , .......... II 
Theaters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12 
Trees-Christmas ............................. 8 
Vending-coin ............................. 17 
Sound truck ............................... 2 
Refuse hauler ............................. 18 
Land fill ................................ IS 
Sightseeing bus ............................. 1 
Wrecking license ........................... I 0 
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G. Examples of User Charges and Regulatoiy Fees from: 
University of Oregon Bureau of Governmental Research and Service, 






EXAJ,IE'LJ\S OF USER aiilRil1.S :EOR EXCfllDANE 
SERVICES IM!I:ISliD BY OREGON ICCAL GOVERNME!ITS 
(Utilities !lot Incluied) 
llEl:Ri:A!r ION 
Admission fees am dlarges 




Other parlc and recrea.ticc. d:l.a.rges 
Te:rmis courts aild lighting fees 
Tournament entrance fees 
EDUCATION 
Library cba.rges (nonresident card, 
reserved book, etc.) 
T=sportaticn charges 
Tuition - adult educatioo 
Tui tiao. "' special classes 
Ambo.lance cba.rges 
Health department charges 
Hospital am nursing home per diem 
rates aDd service charges 
Izmocnlaticn charges 
laboratory cba.rges 
Mental heelth service charges 
X.. ray c:W>rges 
BENT OF SPACE OR liR.\JlR!!OO 
Concession rentals 
t;::onven-biac. center c:barges 
Fairgratmds rents 
Carden plot rentals 




.Public housing rents and charges 
Room em bosrd charges (corrections) 
T ermina.l rents 
Use of public right-of-way charges 
. TRA!!SFORM!riON 
Aircraft tiedawn fees 
Air laDling snd departure charges 
Bridge em ferry tolls 
Parking fees snd charges 
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Industrial v..este charges 
Monthly s...,r charges 
Septic tBllk dump cba.rges 
Sev.er caonecli.on cba.rges 
Sevo.er tap fees 
Street cut pe:rmi t fee 
SALES OF CQM.{J!)ITIES 
Aircraft fuel charges 
Ceo:etery sales 
Gym tmiforms and equipment charges 
M9.p, code, document, report, 
traD.Scri p_t fees 
Salvage materials charges 
School hm.cb., other fc:icd charges 
School supply charges 
Sporting goods charges 
Textbook charges 
Used auto, truck sales 
Animal spaying'" neutering charges 
Amle::m.tion charge 
Cemetery 'Charges 
Cetm.ty assessor fees 
Coonty cle:rl<: fees 
Damaged roadv.e.y charges 
Disposal site charges 
Drilling test hole fee 
Extra. police services 
Exterri torial police snd fire 
service charges 
Filing fees for- ca.rdidates 
Intergoverrmental porcbasing em 
handling fee 
Legal and court service charges 
Lien search fees 
MODitaring fee for automatic alarm 
systeliB 
Special patrol services 
Street clenning after special . 
evalts 
Surveyor fees 
Trash, :refuse collection 
Vector cdc.trol charges 
Table 3 
EX/!1lPU'B OF R!![;UI;ITQRY :FEES IM!'OSED 
BYo=NI.CCAL~S 
CDNSTIUCJ:ION AND llE'IEIOB<IENT 
Building code fees 
Building destractian fees 
Building movmg fees 
Buildi..g permi._t fees 
Construction trade liceDSes, 
permits az:d fees 
Dri Ve/8y curb cut permit fees 
Electric wiring iD.spection fees 
E::rcavati an permit fee 
lend fill fees 
Plan check fees 
Septic tark and leeching field 
pexmit fees 
Sidev.alk permit and repair fees 
Street vacation fees 
Boaxd of Adjustment hearing fee 
Board of Design fees 
Ccmdi ticmal use fee 
Design review fees 
HistOrical ~reservation fees 
Parti tian fees 
PlanDe<i unit development fees 
Posting notice fees 
Site inspection fee 
Subdivision fees 
Tract ""-P filing fee 
Variance filing fee 
Zaci:ag - rezcoiDg fees 
Alarm control fees 
Am.Jial control fees (dog tags, 
kenoel Charges, etc.) 
BuildiDg iDspecticm fees 
Caoo.ty roadll:aster fees 
EScort service fees (explosives, 
fUDerals) 
Fire inspection fees 
Food haOO.lers fee 
Grass cutting - v.eed control cherge 
Home occupation fee 
Mobile home and psrk fees 
Nuisance a.bateirSD.t charges 
Bestam"Bnt inspecti an. fee 
Rigb.t-of·v.ay encroachment fee 
Swimmi:og pool iDspecticn fee 
Trash burning psrmi t fees 
------ ------------------
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OTHER Pm.!ITS AND LICENSES 
.Advertising beDch pe:rmi t fee 
.Amusement device termi t fee 
Bicycle registration fees 
Bo.si:cess liceDSe and pem.i t fees 
OJ.a.ritable solicitation permit 
fee 
C~cealed weapons license fee 
Demolition permit fee 
Fire regulation pemi t fees 
Food inspection license fee 
Garage sale fees 
~quified petroleum tank pernUt 
fee 
Liquor license processing fee 
Loading ZODe t;emit fees 
Log haUling psrmi t fee 
Loudspeaker permit fee 
Marriage license fee 
Ovel:"<>dimensiac. :fermi t fees 
Pa.rede pnmi t fee 
Betail gun outlet license fee 
Sign inspection fees and ~ts 
Social games :pe:c:ni t fees 
Solicitatiac. license fee 
Street vez:uior :permit fee 
Taxi sta.rd zone termi t fee 
Tcmi-ng license fee 
----- ----------- ------- ------------ ------
H. Activity Locator from: University of Texas at Arlington 
Institute of Urban Studies, 





Abandoned vehicles ............. . 
Abandonment, street ............ . 
Accident reports ..........•..... 
Airports 
Zoning ...................... . 
Operation ................... . 
Alcoholic beverages ............ . 
Ambulances 
Operation ................... . 
Regulation .................. . 
Amusement center, coin-machine .. 
·Animals ... · ..................... . 
Auditor i urns ..................... . 
Bakeries ....................... . 
Barbers ........................ . 
Barricades ..................... . 
Beauty shops ................... . 
Beverages, alcoholic ........... . 
Billiard tables ................ . 
Birth records .................. . 
Blasting ....................... . 
Boating 
Regulation .................. . 
Services ........... , ........ . 
Boxing .......................... . 
Buildings 
Demolition .................. . 
Inspection .................. . 
Moving ........... · ........... . 
Burglar alarm service .......... . 
Buses ...............•............ 
Butchers ....................... . 
Cafes, cafeterias .............. . 
Camps, camping .................. . 
Carnivals ...................... . 
Carriers for hire .............. . 
Cars, junk ..................... . 
Catering ....................... . 
Cats ........................... . 
Child care ..................... . 
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Activity 
Circuses ...................... . 
Civic centers ................. . 
Coin-operated machines 
Amusement .................. . 
Vending .................... . 
Community center, MH/MR ....... . 
Concerts, outdoor ............. . 
Condominiums .................. . 
Convalescent homes ............ . 
Dairies ....................... . 
Dealers in pistols ............ . 
Demolition, buildings ......... . 
Development 
Generally .................. . 
Flood plain ................ . 
Dogs .......................... . 
Eggs .......................... . 
Electricity ................... . 
Elevators ..................... . 
Energy conservation ..........•. 
Fireworks ..................... . 
Fishing ....................... . 
Flood plain ................... . 
Food 
Handler ......•.............. 
Manufacturer ............... . 
Service .................. : .. 
Vending machines ........... . 
Foster care ................... . 
Fow 1 .......................... . 
Franchises .................... . 
Fruit ......................... . 
Garages, parking .. : ........... . 
Garbage .......•........ ; ...... . 
Gasoline, mobile service ...... . 
Going out of business ......... . 
Go 1 f ........................... · 
Health care ................... . 
Hospitals 
Operation .................. . 
Regulation ................. . 
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Hotels 
Occupancy tax ............... . 
Regulation .................. . 
Housing, manufactured .......... . 
Hunting ........................ . 
Industrial waste ............... . 
Irrigators ..................... . 
Junk cars ...................... . 
Landfills ...................... ·. 
Lawn sprinklers ................ . 
Libraries ...... · ................. . 
Lighting, streets .............. . 
Load limits, vehicles .....•..... 
Manufactured housing ........... . 
Markets, public ................ . 
Massage facilities ............. . 
Meat processing ................ . 
Mental health, community center. 
Milk processing ................ . 
Minerals, sale ................ .. 
Motels 
Occupancy ta~ ............... . 
Regulation .... : ............. . 
Motion picture theaters ........• 
Motor vehicles 
Abandoned ................... . 
Dealers ............. · ........ . 
Load limits ................. . 
Registration ................ . 
Occupancy tax, hotel/motel ..... . 
Occupation tax 
Generally ................... . 
Billiard tables ..•........... 
Coin-operated machines ...... . 
Dealers in pistols .......... . 





Parking garages ................ . 
Parking lots ................... . 
Parks .......................... . 
Passenger carriers ............. . 
Pistols, dealers ............... . 
Platting ....................... . 
Playgrounds .................... . 
Plumbing ....................... . 
Poultry and fowl ............... . 
Produce ......................... . 
Public markets ................. . 
Public places, quarantine ...... . 
Public records 
.Accident .................... . 
Birth ....................... . 
Death ................... ; ... . 
Generally ................... . 
Quarantine. 
Animals ..................... _. 
Public places ............... . 
Rabies control .........•........ 
Records 
Accident .................... . 
Birth ........................ . 
Death ....................... . 
Public, generally ........... . 
Recreation facilities .......... . 
Restauranfs ............•........ 
Sales 
Abandoned vehicles .......... . 
Going out of business ....... . 
Surplus property ..........•.. 
Sanitary sewer ...•....... , ..... . 
Security services .............. . 
Septic tanks .................•.. 
Sexually oriented activities .... 
Signs 
In street right-of-way ...... . 
Regulation .................. . 
Solid waste .................... . 
Sprinklers, lawn ............... . 
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Streets 
Abandonment ................. . 
Franchises .................. . 
Generally .................... . 
Improvements ................ . 
Lighting ..................... . 
Rental ...................... . 
Surplus property, sale ......... . 
Swimming pools, operation ...... . 
Taxis ..............•............ 
Tennis ......................... . 
Vending machines ............... . 
Waste 
Industrial ................... . 
·Liquid .....•................. 
. Solid ....................... . 
Water service .................. . 
Weed control ................... . 
Wreckers, regulation ........•... 
Wrestling ...................... . 
Zoning ......................... . 
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I. Selected Tables from: Maurice Criz, 
"The Role of User Charges and Fees in City Finance," 





Table 5 PERCENT OF CITIES IMPOSING SERVICE CHARGES, BY POPULATION GROUP 
All 
cities 250,000 100,000- 50,000- 25,000- 10,000-
reporting and over 249,999 99,999 49,999 24,999 
% % % % % % % 
reporting with with with with a/ with with 
Type of service service charge~/ charge~/ charge~/ charge- charge~/ charge~/ 
Public safety 
Special pol ice partols. 43 23 24 28 26 26 19 
·Police service at private events. 45 69 56 71 66 77 66 
Outside fire calls 52 40 36 39 36 41 40 
Building, electrical, and plumbing inspection 90 88 96 97 91 88 84 
Zoning and engineering services. .. ' ... 79 75 81 89 79 80 67 
Sewage and sanitation services 
Residential sewerage ... 74 91 93 99 90 93 90 
Commercial and industrial sewerage 70 92 93 97 89 92 92 
Residential refuse collection. 62 55 42 56 61 61 52 
Commercial and industrial refuse collection. 39 72 71 76 72 76 70 
Refuse disposaL use of landfills, and 
incineration .... 42 61 89 72 60 60 55 
Recreation facilities and cultural activities 
Swimming pools or beaches . 66 85 70 86 88 86 85 
Golf courses. 26 98 100 100 99 100 93 
Tennis courts .. 74 30 60 45 38 26 24 
Skating rinKs .. 20 40 75 52 60 36 30 
Recreation and hobby classes . 67 78 67 83 81 79 76 
Picnic grounds .. 74 16 38 24 20 13 12 
Ball fields ...... 82 31 58 49 37 33 24 
Museums, zoos, and galleries. 19 29 72 38 28 12 13 
Concerts and plays . 23 38 45 51 49 37 27 
Convention halls 17 94 97 100 95 93 89 
Health services 
Medical laboratory services 8 50 68 42 32 56 50 
X-ray services . . . . . . . 6 41 59 36 33 100 100 
Outpatient clinics ...... 10 56 74 66 47 46 40 
Nonemergency ambulance service. 13 58 83 92 71 67 46 
Emergency medical service. 35 45 62 53 54 41 40 
Nursing homes. ...... 4 78 82 100 76 0 100 
Parking 
On-street meters. 35 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Off-street lots and garages . 50 66 98 82 80 69 52 
Note: 0 = 0.5% 
~./The base of the percentage is the number of cities that reported providing the particular service. 
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Table 9 CITIES IN WHICH CHARGES DEFRAY 50% OR MORE OF THE COSTS OF SERVICES, 
PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS BY POPULATION GROUP 
All 
cities 250.000 100,000- 50,000- 25,000- 10,000-
Type of service reporting and over 249,000 99,999 49,999 24,999 
Public safety 
Special" police patrols .. 15 9 20 15 16 11 
Police service at private events. 54 28 59 46 64 47 
Outside fire calls ..... 18 19 21 21 17 15 
Building, electrical, and plumbing inspection 51 73 71 56 53 44 
Zoning and engineering seJVices. 27 37 37 27 25 25 
Sewerage and sanitation services 
Residential sewerage . 79 84 89 75 81 77 
Commercial and industrial sewerage 69 81 86 65 74 64 
Residential refuse collection .... 44 30 50 45 52 41 
Commercial and industrial refuse collectioil .. 49 59 63 45 56 44 
Refuse disposa_L use of landfills, and incinera-tion. 34 50 45 34 34 28 
Recreation facilities and cultural activities 
Swimming pools or beaches . 31 17 22 30 30 35 
Golf courses . 77 79 87 80 84 69 
Tennis courts .......... 10 16 10 13 10 8 
Skating rinks. ...... 17 22 25 19 16 10 
Recreation and hobby classes . 42 17 44 43 43 42 
Picnic grounds ......... 3 12 1 0 4 3 
Ball fields ...... 10 17 9 12 11 7 
Museums, zoos, and galleries. 0 10 5 5 0 0 
Concerts and plays . 13 14 33 17 11 12 
Convention halls 29 30 46 32 24 20 
Health services 
Medical laboratory services 0 18 0 0 0 0 
X-ray services .... 0 14 0 0 0 0 
Outpatient clinics. . . . . . . . . 10 11 16 6 0 0 
Nonemergency ambulance service. 16 25 10 10 15 13 
Emergency medical service. 9 22 5 6 13 6 
Nursing homes. 50 40 78 60 0 0 
Parking 
On-street meters. 74 83 88 82 78 64 
Off-street lots and garages . 48 72 75 63 52 32 
Note: 0 = less than 0.5% 
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CENTER FOR APPLIED URBAN RESEARCH 
The Center for Applied Urban Research, a unit within the College of Public Affairs 
and Community Service at the University of Nebraska at Omaha, was established in 
1963. It provides professional services in applied research, training, and community 
service primarily to state and local government units in Nebraska, although some 
activities may be national or international in scope. Services are also provided to 
private groups and agencies. 
Types of research conducted include evaluation, survey, record analysis, population 
studies, and policy analysis. Training programs are developed for such groups as day 
care providers, neighborhood leaders, foster parents, and government officials. This 
training may be in the form of workshops, seminars, conferences, or home study 
courses. 
Among the community service activities are needs assessments, attitude surveys, 
assistance in writing grant applications, the preparation of publications, and program 
design. 
To facilitate the dissemination of research information, the Center for Applied Urban 
Research publishes the Review of Applied Urban Research as well as documents and 
reports. A data and documents library is maintained. 
The expertise of the professional staff includes the fields of economics, geography, 
sociology, political science, urban planning, criminal justice, social work, journalism, 
education, history, and statistics. 
Examples of recent projects include census data analysis, computer· applications for 
local governments, revenue sources for Omaha, a downtown housing study, primary 
health care needs in Omaha, radial freeways and the growth of office space in central 
cities, older Hispanics in Nebraska, a statewide foster parent training program, rural 
development strategies for south central Nebraska, and an evaluation of an alcoholism 
treatment program. 

